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ABSTRACT 
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paper, "Synthetic Estimates of Literacy Proficiency for Small Census Areas" 
(Stephen Reder) , that describes the extrapolation techniques, which are said 
to be relatively accurate for individual localities with at least 10,000 
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What is 
the NALS? 



Introduction 



The State of Literacy in America: 

Estimates at the Local, State, and National Levels 



In recent years, policymakers have asked many questions — 
but received few real answers — about the extent of our 
national adult literacy problem. Some have even wondered 
whether low literacy is a national problem at all. Very little was 
known about the skills of the adult population as a whole. 

Recognizing this need, Congress in 1988 directed the 
Department of Education to carry out an assessment of the 
literacy skills of American adults. The result was the 
National Adult Literacy Survey (NALS), a monumental study 
that remains the most comprehensive, statistically reliable 
source of data on literacy in the United States. 

Through an exhaustive process that included interviews 
with approximately 26,000 individuals, data were collected 
and, in 1993, reported at the national level. Thanks to the 
NALS, we now have a comprehensive and up-to-date pro- 
file of the literacy skills of American adults. The following 
chart summarizes the NALS findings. 






Literacy Levels of Adult Americans 
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1 2 3 4 5 

Literacy Level 

1 represents the lowest level of proficiency; 5 the highest. 



Source: 



U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education 
Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, September 1993. 
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What's New in 
This Report? 



What is Literacy 
in the 1990 's? 
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Following the NALS release, policymakers and adult lit- 
eracy workers were eager to find out exactly what 
these numbers meant to their own states, counties, 
and cities. They wanted to know where their adult 
population stood and how far it had to ao . They were 
especially curious about the scope of the problem for 
adults with the lowest level of literacy skills — those in 
the greatest need of educational services. 

We are pleased that this report provides that information. 
The National Institute for Literacy presents here an extrap- 
olation of NALS data for states, counties. Congressional 
districts, and cities with adult populations over 5,000. It is 
the best estimation of how many adults have low literacy 
skills that we have ever had at our disposal. 

The data were prepared by researcher Stephen Reder of 
Portland State University, and made possible by the U.S. 
Department of Education's Office of Vocational and 
Adult Education's Division of Adult Education and 
Literacy. Dr. Reder used sophisticated statistical modeling 
techniques to calculate synthetic estimates of adult liter- 
acy proficiency for these areas. (For details on the process 
used, please see "Frequently Asked Questions About 
Synthetic Estimates of Adult Literacy Proficiency.") 

It is the hope of the National Institute for Literacy 
that this new geographic breakdown of the lowest 
levels of adults' literacy abilities will fuel a discussion 
of — and new ideas about — lifelong learning and 
securing higher levels of literacy for all adults as the 
21st century approaches. 



As the world changes and the demands on individuals, 
families, and businesses increase, the definition of liter- 
acy also continues to shift. While concerns about inad- 
equate literacy skills are not new, the nature of the con- 
cerns is evolving. In the past, literacy was considered 
the ability to read and use printed materials at an 
extremely basic level. Today, adults need higher levels 
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of basic skills to function effectively in many areas of 
their lives, and literacy is defined more broadly to 
include problem-solving and higher level reasoning 
skills. Literacy is a range of tools that help people help 
themselves — and their children. It is not an end in 
itself, but a means to a better quality of life. 

In its 1991 National Literacy Act, Congress defined lit- 
eracy as: 

an individual's ability to read, write, and 
speak in English, and compute and solve 
problems at levels of proficiency necessary 
to function on the Job and in society, to 
achieve one's goals, and develop one's 
knowledge and potential. 

NALS reflected this new concept of literacy. Rather 
than classifying individuals as either "literate" or "illit- 
erate," NALS created three literacy scales: prose litera- 
cy, document literacy, and quantitative literacy. Each 
scale reflects a different type of real-life literacy task. 

For example, tasks included the following: 

• Finding information in texts, such as newspaper 
articles. 

• Completing forms, such as a social security card 
application. 

• Interpreting graphs and charts, such as a table of 
employee benefits. 

NALS makes clear that literacy is not something 
individuals have or don't have. It created a literacy 
continuum on which people may fall at different 
places for different kinds of skills. NALS divided the 
continuum into 5 levels, with Level 5 reflecting the 
highest skills and Level 1, the lowest. 
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What Does 
Level 1 Mean? 



The NALS found a total of 21-23 percent — or 40-44 
million — of the 191 million American adults (defined 
as age 16 or older) at Level 1, the lowest literacy level. 
Although many Level 1 adults could perform many 
tasks involving simple texts and documents, all adults 
scoring at Level 1 displayed difficulty using certain read- 
ing, writing, and computational skills considered nec- 
essary for functioning in everyday life. 

The following chart details activities most adults at 
Level 1 usually can and cannot perform successfully: 



Skills of Adults at Level 1 



Can 

Usuallv Perform 


Cannot 

Usuallv Perform 


Sign one's name 


Locate eligibility from a 
table of employee benefits 


Identify a country in a 
short article 


Locate intersection on a 
street map 


Locate one piece of 
information in a 
sports article 


Locate two pieces of 
information in a 
sports article 


Locate the expiration 
date information on a 
driver's license 


Identify and enter 
background Information 
on a social security 
card application 


Total a bank deposit entry 


Calculate total costs 
of purchase from an 
order form 
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While we are concerned about improving the literacy of 
all adults, we consider those scoring at the lowest level 
(Level 1) to be most urgently in need of nationwide 
attention. We want to emphasize that most of these 
adults are not "illiterate." They are able to perform a 
variety of literacy and other tasks that life requires of 
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them. But the background data profiled in the original 
NALS report clearly demonstrate that these adults tend 
to be at a great disadvantage in our society. They do 
not have the full range of economic, social, and per- 
sonal options that are open to Americans with higher 
levels of literacy skills. 

Low literacy skills are closely connected to the social 
problems related to poverty. Nearly half (43 percent) 
of all adults in Level 1 live in poverty. This contrasts 
with only four to eight percent of those at the two 
highest literacy levels. 



The Impact of Low Literacy 



Poverty. Forty-three percent of adults at Level 1 were 
living in poverty, compared to 4 percent of those at 
Level 5.* 

Welfare. The likelihood of being on welfare goes up 
as literacy levels go down. Three out of four food 
stamp recipients performed in the two lowest literacy 
levels. 

Income. Adults at Level 1 earned a median income of 
$240 per week, compared to $681 for those at Level 5.* 

Employment Status. Adults at Level 1 worked an 
average of 19 weeks per year, compared to 44 weeks 
per year for those at Level 5.* 

Crime. Seven in 10 prisoners performed in the lowest 
two literacy levels. 



* These numbers refer to the score on the prose literacy scale. Similar 
differences occurred using the quantitative and document scales. 




What's Next? All Americans can and should be doing much more to 

address our nation's literacy needs. Nationally, fewer 
than 10 percent of adults who could benefit from liter- 
acy programs are currently being served . Public policies 
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created at the state, local, and federal level have a 
tremendous impact on the number of people served 
and the quality of programs. In addition to the most 
urgent needs — more funding, better coordination 
among service providers, and greater collaboration 
with other social services — program quality could be 
improved through better teacher and tutor training; 
greater availability of support services, such as child 
care and transportation; and better instructional mate- 
rials that include new technologies. 

While the education, labor, human services, and health 
care communities have begun to think about literacy 
across agency lines, more attention is needed because 
our success as a nation demands basic literacy skills for 
all adults. As an adult literacy student in Jackson, 
Mississippi explains, ''Without an education in the year 
2000, we the people will be in serious trouble. Because 
now everything is moving forward fast and without an 
education you will be moving nowhere." 

For information on how you can help, call the National 
Institute for Literacy Hotline at U800-228-8813 or visit 
NIFLs Website at http://www.nifl.gov. 



Literacy Behind Prison Walls . U.S. Department of 

Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 
October 1994. 

Literacy of Older Adults in America. U.S. Department of 
Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 
November 1996. 

Literacy and Dependency: The Literacy Skills of Welfare 
Recipients in the United States. Educational Testing 
Service, 1995. 

Additional NALS information is available at: http://nces.ed.gov/nadlits. 




Related Resources 
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Frequently Asked 
Questions (FAQs) 

About Synthetic Estimates of Adult Literacy Proficiency 

by Stephen Reder 




1 . 



What does 
"synthetic 
estimate" 
mean? 



Synthetic estimates combine information from different 
data sources to produce estimates of information not avail- 
able in any one source by itself. One common type of syn- 
thetic estimate extrapolates the results of a survey from one 
area or population to another. 



2. What are 
synthetic 
estimates of 
adult literacy 
proficiency? 



The estimates of adult literacy proficiency presented here 
combine information from the National Adult Literacy 
Survey (NALS) and the 1990 U.S. Census to estimate adult 
literacy proficiencies in geographical areas not adequately 
sampled by NALS. These areas include many states, con- 
gressional districts, counties, large towns, and cities. 



3. 




Who produced 
these estimates? 



These estimates of adult literacy proficiency were prepared 
by Stephen Reder of Portland State University. Robert 
Fountain, director of the Statistical Consulting Laboratory at 
Portland State University, provided technical advice on sta- 
tistical procedures. Chris Wingerd and Charlie Mauck 
helped with the construction of databases and with run- 
ning statistical programs. Computer software to display the 
estimate database was programmed by David Lowry and 
Charlie Mauck (Windows version) and by Cavanaugh and 
Theodore Latiolais (Macintosh version). This work was fund- 
ed by the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Adult and 
Vocational Education. Sean Forrest of UUCOM, Inc. devel- 
oped the Internet implementation of the database display. 
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4. How were reliable 
estimates obtained 
for areas in which 
the NALS collected 
little or no data? 



The estimation process relied on a model that predict- 
ed NALS literacy proficiencies from Census-like variables 
about adults' demographic characteristics, level of edu- 
cation, ability to speak English, and so forth. The 
model's predictions were then compared to state- and 
county-level NALS information to gauge the accuracy of 
the estimates. The model reliably predicted the literacy 
proficiencies assessed by NALS in numerous sampled 
geographical areas. This predictive model was then 
applied to other geographic areas for which the U.S. 
Census had accurately measured those same predictive 
characteristics. 



5. How were these 
estimates of adult 
literacy validated? 



The National Adult Literacy Survey included a sample of 
states and counties. The predictions of the model used 
for this report were compared with the actual literacy 
proficiencies surveyed by NALS from these areas. The 
accompanying technical report (Appendix 1) describes 
the validation process and results in detail. The state- 
level and county-level predictions appear to be reason- 
ably accurate. Because NALS identified the state and 
county but not the congressional district, city, or town 
in which respondents resided, it was possible to vali- 
date the model directly only at the state and county lev- 
els. It seems likely, however, that a predictive model 
that fits counties well will also fit most congressional 
districts, large towns, and cities well. 



6 . 




How accurate are 
synthetic estimates 
of adult literacy? 



Estimates such as these are generally less accurate than 
survey estimates. The estimates of adult literacy profi- 
ciency provided here are based on a number of assump- 
tions beyond those made in the NALS survey. Under 
these assumptions, it was possible to determine the 
degree of uncertainty associated with the estimates. A 
confidence interval (a range in which the true NALS 
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value is expected to occur 95 percent of the time) was 
calculated for each estimate in the database. For exam- 
ple, consider an estimate that 1 5 percent of adults in a 
specific county have literacy proficiency at the lowest 
level (Level 1). The 95 percent confidence interval might 
be determined in this case to be between 12 percent 
and 18 percent, indicating that the actual NALS per- 
centage is very likely to fall somewhere in this 6-point 
interval. 

The widths of the confidence intervals for estimates of 
adult literacy proficiency varied considerably. Among 
thousands of counties, for example, the 95 percent 
confidence intervals for adults in Level 1 had a median 
width of about 6 percentage points, as the above 
example did. This means that half of all such estimates 
had confidence intervals smaller than 6 percentage 
points (the smallest was 4 points), and half were larger 
than 6 percentage points (the largest was 17 points). 

A confidence interval of 10 percentage points or less (+ 
or - 5 percent) is generally accepted by statisticians to 
be reliable. Estimates included in this report that have a 
confidence interval greater than 10 points have been 
noted with an asterisk to indicate that the figure may 
be less reliable. For the record, fewer than 500 of the 
more than 7,500 estimates included in this report had 
a confidence level that exceeded 10 percentage points. 




7. Why are estimates 
produced for 
combined literacy 
proficiency rather 
than separately for 
prose, document, 
and quantitative 
literacy? 



V 



Separate synthetic estimates certainly could have been 
generated for each of the NALS literacy scales. But the 
three NALS scales are, in fact, very highly correlated 
and, for many purposes, can be well represented by a 
general literacy proficiency measure. Because of the 
large amount of information required for a database of 
estimates covering thousands of local areas, it was 
decided to estimate only an overall literacy proficiency 
measure, calculated as the average of the prose, docu- 
ment, and quantitative scores. 
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8. Can estimates 
such as these 
replace direct 
surveys? 



Absolutely not. While estimation may be a reasonably 
cost-effective way of extrapolating survey results to 
other areas, it is usually not as accurate as a survey. 



9. Can we generate 
adult literacy 
estimates for 
specific groups 
based on age, 
employment 
status, gender, 
educational 
attainment, 
or other 
characteristics? 



Unfortunately, no. This estimation technique already 
depends on the covariation of adult literacy proficiency 
with other population characteristics. For most charac- 
teristics that are associated with adult literacy, no fur- 
ther reliable breakdown of the estimates is feasible. 



10. Can we create 
accurate adult 
literacy estimates 
using more recent 
population data 
than the 1990 
Census? 



Although this could be tried, it seems unlikely to pro- 
duce reliable estimates. Both the Census and NALS were 
designed as "snapshots" of a population at a fixed 
point in time. The estimation model depends strongly 
on a tight linkage between these two sets of data, and 
no more recent population database exists that 
includes the necessary indicators. Such a linkage would 
not be present if the predictive model based on com- 
bining Census and NALS were applied to a different 
source of population data. 



11. Can we generate 
accurate estimates 
of changes in our 
area's adult literacy 
proficiency since the 
NALS survey? 



An accurate updating of literacy statistics for a given 
area requires a great deal of information that is not pre- 
sent in either the 1 990 Census or the NALS. Changes in 
the overall literacy proficiencies of an area depend on 
knowing: 



er|c 
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a) the literacy proficiencies of entering adults — 
those who migrated into the area since the NALS 
or those who were too young at the time of the 
NALS to have been counted as adults 

b) the literacy proficiencies of exiting adults — 
those who have died or migrated out of the area 
since the NALS 

c) changes over time in the literacy proficiencies of 
adults who were in the area at both times 

Although for some areas more recent demographic 
information is available that might partially address a) 
and b), complete information that addresses a), b), and 
c) is not available. Additional surveys are almost cer- 
tainly needed to accomplish this. 



12. Where can I learn 
more about the 
methods used to 
create these 



estimates of NALS 
proficiencies? 



A downloadable technical report accompanies the syn- 
thetic estimates database on the National Institute for 
Literacy's home page (http://www.nifl.gov). Further 
questions may be directed by email to Stephen Reder at 
reder@pdx.edu. 
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Individual States 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia* 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 



0% 1 0% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 






* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpyAvww.nifl.gov). 
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Individual States (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 



V z ^ 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
intervaVstandard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpv/www.nifl.gov). 









The State of Literacy in America 

Level 1 Literacy Rates by State 






Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
^ ww.nifl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



□ 



30% or greater 


(1) 


20% to 30% 


(1) 


15% to 20% 


(1) 


10% to 15% 


(4) 


10% or less 


(6) 


no estimate available (14) 



Alabama 

25% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



'Congressional Districts 



District 1 
District 2 
District 3 
District 4 
District 5 
District 6 
District 7* 

0 % 10 % 20 % 30 % 40 % 50 % 60 % 70 % 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 





Counties (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Autauga County 
Baldwin County 
Barbour County 
Bibb County 
Blount County 
Bullock County* 
Butler County 
Calhoun County 
Chambers County 
Cherokee County 
Chilton County 
Choctaw County 
Clarke County 
Clay County 
Cleburne County 
Coffee County 
Colbert County 
Conecuh County 
Coosa County 
Covington County 
Crenshaw County 
Cullman County 



0 % 10 % 20 % 30 % 40 % 50 % 60 % 70 % 






* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is availa^ in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpT/www. nifl.gov). 
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Alabama 



Counties (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Dale County 
Dallas County* 

DeKalb County 
Elmore County 
Escambia County 
Etowah County 
Fayette County 
Franklin County 
Geneva County 
Greene County* 

Hale County* 

Henry County 
Houston County 
Jackson County 
Jefferson County 
Lamar County 
Lauderdale County 
Lawrence County 
Lee County 
Limestone County 
Lowndes County* 

Macon County* 

Madison County 
Marengo County 
Marion County 
Marshall County 
Mobile County 
Monroe County 
Montgomery County 
Morgan County 
Perry County* 

Pickens County 
Pike County 
Randolph County 
Russell County 
Shelby County 
St. Clair County 
Sumter County* 

Talladega County 
Tallapoosa County 
Tuscaloosa County 
Walker County 
Washington County 
Wilcox County* 

Winston County 

0 % 1 0 % 20 % 30 % 40 % 50 % 60 % 70 % 

j 




* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
inten/al/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpv/www.nifl.gov). 





Alabama 




Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 



Percentaae of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Alabaster city 
Albertville city 
Alexander City city 
Anniston city 
Athens city 
Auburn city* 
Bessemer city* 
Birmingham city* 
Center Point CDP 
Cullman city 
Daphne city 
Decatur city 
Dothan city 
Enterprise city 
Eufaula city 
Fairfield city* 
Florence city 
Forestdale CDP 
Fort Payne city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 
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Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs). and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available In a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www. nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: Alabama 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O m, nifl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



B 30% or greater (1 ) 

□ 20% to 30% (1) 

■ 15% to 20% (1) 

H 10% to 15% (4) 

□ 10% or less (6) 



O no estimate available (14) 



The State of Literacy in America: Alabama 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
Q w.nifLgov). 
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with Level 1 Literacy skills 
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Alaska 

11% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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Counties (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Aleutians West Census Area 
Anchorage Borough 
Bethel Census Area"^ 
Fairbanks North Star Borough 
Juneau Borough 
Kenai Peninsula Borough 
Ketchikan Gateway Borough 
Kodiak Island Borough 
Matanuska-Susitna Borough 
Nome Census Area 
Sitka Borough 
Valdez-Cordova Census Area 
Wrangell-Petersburg Census Area 
Yukon-Koyukuk Census Area 
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Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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College CDP 
Fairbanks city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http^/www.nifl.gov). 



The State of Literacy in America: Alaska 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
databasA on the NIFL home page 
V ^.w.nlfl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



^ 30% or greater 


(1) 


□ 20% to 30% 


(1) 


□ 15% to 20% 


(1) 


□ 10% to 15% 


(4) 


n 10% or less 


(6) 



Q no estimate available (14) 







The State of Literacy in America: Alaska 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence inten/al/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
on the NIFL home page 
'ir w.nifl.gov). 
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Arizona 

18% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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Counties (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 






Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Apache County* 
Cochise County 
Coconino County 
Gila County 
Graham County 
Greenlee County 
La Paz County 
Maricopa County 
Mohave County 
Navajo County 
Pima County 
Pinal County 
Santa Cruz County* 
Yavapai County 
Yuma County 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpVAvww. nifl.gov). 
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Arizona 



Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Apache Junction city 
Avondale city 
Bullhead City city 
Casa Grande city 
Chandler city 
Douglas city* 
Flagstaff city 
Flowing Wells CDP 
Fountain Hills town 
Gilbert town 
Glendale city 
Green Valley CDP* 
Kingman city 
Lake Havasu City city 
Mesa city 
New Kingman-Butler CDP 
Nogales city* 
Paradise Valley town 
Peoria city 
Phoenix city 
Prescott city 
Scottsdale city 
Sierra Vista city 
Sun City CDP* 
Sun City West CDP* 
Tempe city 
Tucson city 
Yuma city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www.nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: Arizona 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence inten/al/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
dat^hace on the NIFL home page 
ww.nifl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



I 30% or greater (1 ) 

□ 20% to 30% (1) 

■ 15% to 20% (1) 

@10% to 15% (4) 

□ 10% or less (6) 



n no estimate available (14) 



The State of Literacy in America: Arizona 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence inten/al/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O ww.nifl.gov). 




Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 
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30% or greater 
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20% to 30% 
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15% to 20% 


(1) 


10% to 15% 


(4) 


10% or less 


(6) 


no estimate available (14) 




Arkansas 

22% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 
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Counties (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Arkansas County 
Ashley County 
Baxter County 
Benton County 
Boone County 
Bradley County 
Carroll County 
Chicot County* 
Clark County 
Clay County 
Cleburne County 
Cleveland County 
Columbia County 
Conway County 
Craighead County 
Crawford County 
Crittenden County 
Cross County 
Dallas County 
Desha County 
Drew County 
Faulkner County 
Franklin County 
Fulton County 
Garland County 
Grant County 
Greene County 
Hempstead County 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http:/Awvw.n ifl.gov). 
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Arkansas 



Counties (cont.) 



Hot Spring County 
Howard County 
Independence County 
Izard County 
Jackson County 
Jefferson County 
Johnson County 
Lafayette County 
Lawrence County 
Lee County* 
Lincoln County 
Little River County 
Logan County 
Lonoke County 
Madison County 
Marion County 
Miller County 
Mississippi County 
Monroe County 
Montgomery County 
Nevada County 
Newton County 
Ouachita County 
Perry County 
Phillips County* 
Pike County 
Poinsett County 
Polk County 
Pope County 
Prairie County 
Pulaski County 
Randolph County 
Saline County 
Scott County 
Searcy County 
Sebastian County 
Sevier County 
Sharp County 
St. Francis County 
Stone County 
Union County 
Van Buren County 
Washington County 
White County 
Woodruff County 
Yell County 




Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 





* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associate with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page {httpv7www.nifl.gov). 
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Arkansas 



Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Arkadelphia city 
Benton city 
Bentonville city 
Blytheville city 
Camden city 
Conway city 
El Dorado city 
Fayetteville city 
Forrest City city* 
Fort Smith city 
Hot Springs city 
Jacksonville city 
Jonesboro city 
Little Rock city 
Magnolia city 
North Little Rock city 
Paragould city 
Pine Bluff city 
Rogers city 
Russellville city 
Searcy city 
Sherwood city 
Springdale city 
Stuttgart city 
Texarkana city 
Van Buren city 
West Memphis city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www. nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: Arkansas 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O w.nifl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 


with Level 1 Literacy 


skills 


1 30% or greater 


(1) 


□ 20% to 30% 


(1) 


■ 15% to 20% 


(1) 


H 10% to 15% 


(4) 


n 10% or less 


(6) 


n no estimate available 


(14) 




The State of Literacy in America: Arkansas 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
.w.nifl.gov). 
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O 30% or greater 
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□ 10% to 15% 


(4) 


n 10% or less 
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D no estimate available 


(14) 
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California 

24% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence inten/al larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs). and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www.nifl.gov). 
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California 



Congressional Districts (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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Counties (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Alameda County 
Amador County 
Butte County 
Calaveras County 
Colusa County 
Contra Costa County 
Del Norte County 
El Dorado County 
Fresno County 
Glenn County 
Humboldt County 
Imperial County 
Inyo County 
Kern County 
Kings County 
Lake County 
Lassen County 
Los Angeles County 
Madera County 
Marin County 
Mariposa County 
Mendocino County 
Merced County 
Modoc County 
Mono County 
Monterey County 
Napa County 
Nevada County 
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^ ■ This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

P D I 2 fer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
L r\l^v^ terval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available i^^ searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 
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Counties (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Orange County 
Placer County 
Plumas County 
Riverside County 
Sacramento County 
San Benito County 
San Bernardino County 
San Diego County 
San Francisco County 
San Joaquin County 
San Luis Obispo County 
San Mateo County 
Santa Barbara County 
Santa Clara County 
Santa Cruz County 
Shasta County 
Siskiyou County 
Solano County 
Sonoma County 
Stanislaus County 
Sutter County 
Tehama County 
Trinity County 
Tulare County 
Tuolumne County 
Ventura County 
Yolo County 
Yuba County 







* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or ■ 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available ^rchable database on the NIFL home page (httpvywww. nifl.gov). 



California 



Municipalities (cont.) 

Atwater city 
Auburn city 
Avocado Heights CDP 
Azusa city 
Bakersfield city 
Baldwin Park city"^ 
Banning city 
Barstow city 
Baywood-Los Osos CDP 
Bell city* 
Bell Gardens city* 
Bellflower city 
Belmont city 
Benicia city 
Berkeley city 
Beverly Hills city 
Bloomington CDP 
Bonita CDP 
Bostonia CDP 
Brawley city 
Brea city 
Buena Park city 
Burbank city 
Burlingame city 
Calexico city* 
Camarillo city 
Cameron Park CDP 
Camp Pendleton North CDP* 
Camp Pendleton South CDP* 
Campbell city 
Capitola city 
Carlsbad city 
Carmichael CDP 
Carpinteria city 
Carson city 
Casa de Oro-Mount Helix CDP 
Castro Valley CDP 
Cathedral City city 
Ceres city 
Cerritos city 
Cherryland CDP 
Chico city 
Chino city 
Chino Hills CDP 
Chula Vista city 
Citrus Heights CDP 
Claremont city 
Clearlake city 
Clovis city 
Coachella city* 
Colton city 
Commerce city* 
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Q ~ This particular synthetic estimate has a 95®^ confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

fer to the Frequently Asked Questions <FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
terval/standard error associate with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpvTwww. nifl.gov). 
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California 



Municipalities (cont.) 

Compton city* 
Concord city 
Corcoran city* 
Corona city 
Coronado city 
Costa Mesa city 
Covina city 
Cudahy city* 
Culver City city 
Cupertino city 
Cypress city 
Daly City city 
Dana Point city 
Danville city 
Davis city 
Delano city* 
Desert Hot Springs city 
Diamond Bar city 
Dinuba city* 
Dixon city 
Downey city 
Duarte city 
Dublin city 
East Foothills CDP 
East Hemet CDP 
East Los Angeles CDP* 
East Palo Alto city 
East San Gabriel CDP 
El Cajon city 
El Centro city 
El Cerrito city 
El Monte city* 
El Paso de Robles (Paso Robles) city 
El Segundo city 
El Toro CDP 
Elk Grove CDP 
Encinitas city 
Escondido city 
Eureka city 
Fair Oaks CDP 
Fairfield city 
Fallbrook CDP 
Fillmore city* 
Florence-Graham CDP* 
Florin CDP 
Folsom city 
Fontana city 
Foothill Farms CDP 
Foster City city 
Fountain Valley city 
Fremont city 
Fresno city 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available In a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www. nifl.gov). 
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California 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Fullerton city 
Garden Grove city 
Gardena city 
Gilroy city 
Glen Avon CDP 
Glendale city 
Glendora city 
Grand Terrace city 
Grover City city 
Hacienda Heights CDP 
Hanford city 
Hawaiian Gardens city* 
Hawthorne city 
Hayward city 
Hemet city 
Hercules city 
Hermosa Beach city 
Hesperia city 
Highland city 
Hillsborough town 
Hollister city 
Huntington Beach city 
Huntington Park city* 
Imperial Beach city 
Indio city* 
Inglewood city* 
Irvine city 
Isla Vista CDP* 
La Canada Flintridge city 
La Crescenta-Montrose CDP 
La Habra city 
La Mesa city 
La Mirada city 
La Palma city 
La Puente city 
La Quinta city 
La Riviera CDP 
La Verne city 
Lafayette city 
Laguna Beach city 
Laguna Hills CDP 
Laguna Niguel city 
Lake Elsinore city 
Lakeside CDP 
Lakewood city 
Lamont CDP* 
Lancaster city 
Larkspur city 
Lawndale city 
Lemon Grove city 
Lemoore city 
Lennox CDP* 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

1 ^ I ^ er to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
H K I ( Jrval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http7/www.nifl.gov). 



California 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Linda CDP 
Live Oak CDP 
Livermore city 
Lodi city 
Loma Linda city 
Lomita city 
Lompoc city 
Long Beach city 
Los Alamitos city 
Los Altos city 
Los Angeles city 
Los Banos city 
Los Gatos town 
Lynwood city* 
Madera city* 
Manhattan Beach city 
Manteca city 
Marina city 
Martinez city 
Marysville city 
Maywood city* 
McKinleyville CDP 
Menlo Park city 
Merced city 
Mill Valley city 
Millbrae city 
Milpitas city 
Mira Loma CDP 
Mission Viejo city 
Modesto city 
Monrovia city 
Montclair city 
Montebello city 
Monterey city 
Monterey Park city* 
Moorpark city 
Moraga Town city 
Moreno Valley city 
Morgan Hill city 
Mountain View city 
Napa city 
National City city 
Newark city 
Newport Beach city 
Norco city 
North Auburn CDP 
North Fair Oaks CDP* 
North Highlands CDP 
Norwalk city 
Novato city 
Oakdale city 
Oakland city 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or • 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpvTwww.nift.gov). 



California 



Municipalities (cont.) 

Oakley CDP 
Oceanside city 
Oildale CDP 
Ontario city 
Orange city 
Orangevale CDP 
Orinda city 
Oroville city 
Oxnard city 
Pacific Grove city 
Pacifica city 
Palm Desert city 
Palm Springs city 
Palmdale city 
Palo Alto city 
Palos Verdes Estates city 
Paradise town 
Paramount city* 
Parkway-South Sacramento CDP 
Pasadena city 
Perris city 
Petaluma city 
Pico Rivera city 
Piedmont city* 
Pinole city 
Pittsburg city 
Placentia city 
Pleasant Hill city 
Pleasanton city 
Pomona city 
Port Hueneme city 
Porterville city 
Poway city 
Ramona CDP 
Rancho Cordova CDP 
Rancho Cucamonga city 
Rancho Palos Verdes city 
Rancho Santa Margarita CDP 
Red Bluff city 
Redding city 
Redlands city 
Redondo Beach city 
Redwood City city 
Reedley city* 
Rialto city 
Richmond city 
Ridgecrest city 
Riverside city 
Rocklin city 
Rohnert Park city 
Rosemead city* 
Rosemont CDP 
Roseville city 
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* ‘*‘his particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 
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■ er to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
jrval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www. nifl.gov). 



California 



Municipalities (cont.) 

Rowland Heights CDP 
Rubidoux CDP 
Sacramento city 
Salinas city 
San Anselmo town 
San Bernardino city 
San Bruno city 
San Buenaventura (Ventura) city 
San Carlos city 
San Clemente city 
San Diego city 
San Dimas city 
San Fernando city* 
San Francisco city 
San Gabriel city 
San Jacinto city 
San Jose city 
San Juan Capistrano city 
San Leandro city 
San Lorenzo CDP 
San Luis Obispo city 
San Marcos city 
San Marino city* 
San Mateo city 
San Pablo city 
San Rafael city 
San Ramon city 
Sanger city* 
Santa Ana city* 
Santa Barbara city 
Santa Clara city 
Santa Clarita city 
Santa Cruz city 
Santa Fe Springs city 
Santa Maria city 
Santa Monica city 
Santa Paula city 
Santa Rosa city 
Santee city 
Saratoga city 
Seal Beach city 
Seaside city 
Selma city 
Sierra Madre city 
Simi Valley city 
Solana Beach city 
South El Monte city* 
South Gate city* 
South Lake Tahoe city 
South Pasadena city 
South San Francisco city 
South San Jose Hills CDP* 
South Whittier CDP 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpyAwvw.nifl.gov). 



California 



Municipalities (cont.) 

Spring Valley CDP 
Stanford CDP* 
Stanton city 
Stockton city 
Suisun City city 
Sun City CDP* 
Sunnyvale city 
Temecula city 
Temple City city 
Thousand Oaks city 
Torrance city 
Tracy city 
Tulare city 
Turlock city 
Tustin city 
Tustin Foothills CDP 
Twentynine Palms Base CDP* 
Twentynine Palms city 
Ukiah city 
Union City city 
Upland city 
Vacaville city 
Valinda CDP 
Vallejo city 
Victorville city 
View Park-Windsor Hills CDP* 
Vincent CDP 
Visalia city 
Vista city 
Walnut city 
Walnut Creek city 
Walnut Park CDP* 
Wasco city* 
Watsonville city* 
West Carson CDP 
West Covina city 
West Hollywood city 
West Pittsburg CDP 
West Puente Valley CDP 
West Sacramento city 
West Whittier-Los Nietos CDP 
Westminster city 
Westmont CDP* 
Whittier city* 
Wildomar CDP 
Willowbrook CDP 
Windsor CDP 
Woodland city 
Yorba Linda city 
Yuba City city 
Yucaipa city 
Yucca Valley CDP 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95®/o confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 
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•efer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs). and to Appendix 1. the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
iterval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a^^a^able database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 



The State of Literacy in America: California 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O vww.nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: California 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence inten/al/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O w.nifl.gov). 
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Colorado 

13% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www. nifl.gov). 




Colorado 




Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Applewood CDP 
Arvada city 
Aurora city 
Boulder city 
Brighton city 
Broomfield city 
Canon City city 
Castlewood CDP 
Cimarron Hills CDP 
Clifton CDP 
Colorado Springs city 
Columbine CDP 
Commerce City city 
Denver city 
Durango city 
Englewood city 
Fort Carson CDP* 
Fort Collins city 
Golden city 
Grand Junction city 
Greeley city 
Highlands Ranch CDP 
Ken Caryl CDP 
Lafayette city 
Lakewood city 
Littleton city 
Longmont city 
Louisville city 
Loveland city 
Northglenn city 



3 11% 



9% 

] 12 % 



□ 7 



□ 6 % 



□ n 



10 % 

^ 13% 



□ 13% 



□ 6 % 



20 % 



21 % 



3 11 % 



I 



□ 14% 



Usp/o 

=1 



9% 



I 



□ l8Vo 



I! 5% 
] 4% 



□ l4% 



10 % 

10 % 



□ S% 



] 11 % 
] 11 % 



11% 
□ 11 % 



20 % 



20 % 



0% 



10% 



20% 



30% 



40% 



50% 



60% 



70% 



ERIC 



^ * This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or ♦ 5'points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

sfer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , the TechnicaKPep&rt, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 



terval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is availat|la.in^ searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpV/www. nifl.gov). 






Colorado 



Municipalities (cont.) 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http^/www.nifl.gov). 








The State of Literacy in America: Colorado 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O ww.nifl.gov). 



ERIC 



Percentage of adult population 


with Level 1 Literacy 


skills 


B 30% or greater 


(1) 


□ 20% to 30% 


(1) 


■ 15% to 20% 


(1) 


C3 10% to 15% 


(4) 


n 10% or less 


(6) 


D no estimate available 


(14) 








The State of Literacy in America: Colorado 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 

Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other leveis of literacy is available in a searchable 
riPi^flhflse on the NIFL home page 
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Connecticut 

16% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 
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Counties (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Fairfield County 
Hartford County 
Litchfield County 
Middlesex County 
New Haven County 
New London County 
Tolland County 
Windham County 
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Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Ansonia city 
Avon town 
Berlin town 
Bethel town 
Bloomfield town 
Branford town 
Bridgeport city 
Bristol city 
Brookfield town 
Burlington town 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpv/www.nifl.gov). 
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Connecticut 



Municipalities (cont.) 

Canton town 
Central Manchester CDP 
Cheshire town 
Clinton town 
Colchester town 
Conning Towers-Nautilus Park CDP 
Coventry town 
Cromwell town 
Danbury city 
Darien town 
Derby city 
East Haddam town 
East Hampton town 
East Hartford town 
East Haven town 
East Lyme town 
East Windsor town 
Ellington town 
Enfield town 
Fairfield town 
Farmington town 
Glastonbury town 
Granby town 
Greenwich town 
Griswold town 
Groton town 
Guilford town 
Haddam town 
Hamden town 
Hartford city 
Hebron town 
Killingly town 
Ledyard town 
Madison town 
Manchester town 
Mansfield town 
Meriden city 
Middletown city 
Milford city 
Monroe town 
Montville town 
Naugatuck town 
New Britain city 
New Canaan town 
New Fairfield town 
New Haven city 
New London city 
New Milford town 
Newington town 
Newtown town 
North Branford town 
North Haven CDP 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

O fer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
:erval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page {http://www.nifl.gov). 



Connecticut 



Municipalities (cent.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



North Haven town 
Norwalk city 
Norwich city 
Old Lyme town 
Orange town 
Oxford town 
Plainfield town 
Plainville town 
Plymouth town 
Portland town 
Prospect town 
Redding town 
Ridgefield town 
Rocky Hill town 
Seymour town 
Shelton city 
Simsbury town 
Somers town 
South Windsor town 
Southbury town 
Southington town 
Stafford town 
Stamford city 
Stonington town 
Storrs CDP* 
Stratford town 
Suffield town 
Thomaston town 
Tolland town 
Torrington city 
Trumbull town 
Vernon town 
Wallingford Center CDP 
Wallingford town 
Waterbury city 
Waterford town 
Watertown town 
West Hartford town 
West Haven city 
Weston town 
Westport town 
Wethersfield town 
Willimantic CDP 
Wilton town 
Winchester town 
Windham town 
Windsor Locks town 
Windsor town 
Wolcott town 
Woodbridge town 
Woodbury town 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http*y/www.nifl.gov). 



The State of Literacy in America: Connecticut 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
the NIFL home page 
iifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: Connecticut 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O /w.nifl.gov). 
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18% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http-yAvww. nifl.gov). 



The State of Literacy in America: Delaware 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 



Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence Inten/al/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
Q vw.nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: Delaware 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O vw.nifl.gov). 




Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



30% or greater 


(1) 


20% to 30% 


(1) 


15% to 20% 


(1) 


10% to 15% 


(4) 


10% or less 


(6) 


no estimate available (14) 




District of 
Coiumbia* 
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is at Level 1 Literacy 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpTywww.nifl.gov). 



The State of Literacy in America: Washington D.C. 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source; U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
V rww.nifl.gov). 
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25% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 
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Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs). and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 
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Florida 



Counties (cont.) 



Clay County 
Collier County 
Columbia County 
Dade County 
DeSoto County 
Dixie County 
Duval County 
Escambia County 
Flagler County 
Franklin County 
Gadsden County* 
Gilchrist County 
Glades County 
Gulf County 
Hamilton County 
Hardee County 
Hendry County 
Hernando County 
Highlands County 
Hillsborough County 
Holmes County 
Indian River County 
Jackson County 
Jefferson County 
Lake County 
Lee County 
Leon County 
Levy County 
Madison County 
Manatee County 
Marion County 
Martin County 
Monroe County 
Nassau County 
Okaloosa County 
Okeechobee County 
Orange County 
Osceola County 
Palm Beach County 
Pasco County 
Pinellas County 
Polk County 
Putnam County 
Santa Rosa County 
Sarasota County 
Seminole County 
St. Johns County 
St. Lucie County 
Sumter County 
Suwannee County 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 
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(fer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
terval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 



Florida 




Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Altamonte Springs city 
Apopka city 
Atlantic Beach city 
Aventura CDP 
Bartow city 
Bayonet Point CDP* 
Bayshore Gardens CDP 
Bellair-Meadowbrook Terrace CDP 
Belle Glade city* 
Bellview CDP 
Bloomingdale CDP 
Boca Del Mar CDP 
Boca Raton city 
Bonita Springs CDP 
Boynton Beach city 
Bradenton city 
Brandon CDP 
Brent CDP 
Brownsville CDP* 
Buena Ventura Lakes CDP 
Callaway city 
Cape Coral city 
Carol City CDP* 
Carrollwood Village CDP 
Casselberry city 
Clearwater city 
Cocoa Beach city 
Cocoa city 
Coconut Creek city 
Conway CDP 
Cooper City city 
Coral Gables city 
Coral Springs city 
Coral Terrace CDP* 
Cutler CDP 
Cutler Ridge CDP 
Cypress Lake CDP 
Dania city 
Davie town 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95 ®/q confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1. the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpV/www.nifl.gov). 



Florida 



Municipalities (cont.) 

Daytona Beach city 
De Land city 
Deerfield Beach city 
Delray Beach city 
Deltona CDP 
Dunedin city 
East Naples CDP 
Edgewater city 
Egypt Lake CDP 
Elfers CDP 
Englewood CDP* 
Ensley CDP 
Eustis city 
Fairview Shores CDP 
Ferry Pass CDP 
Florida Ridge CDP 
Forest City CDP 
Fort Lauderdale city 
Fort Myers city 
Fort Pierce city 
Fort Walton Beach city 
Gainesville city 
Gladeview CDP* 
Glenvar Heights CDP 
Golden Gate CDP 
Golden Glades CDP 
Goldenrod CDP 
Greater Northdale CDP 
Greenacres City city 
Gulf Gate Estates CDP 
Gulfport city 
Haines City city 
Hallandale city 
Hammocks CDP 
Hamptons at Boca Raton CDP* 
Hialeah city* 
Highpoint CDP 
Hobe Sound CDP 
Holiday CDP 
Holly Hill city 
Hollywood city 
Homestead city 
Immokalee CDP* 
Ives Estates CDP 
Jacksonville Beach city 
Jacksonville city 
Jacksonville city (remainder) 
Jasmine Estates CDP 
Jupiter town 
Kendale Lakes CDP 
Kendall CDP 
Key Largo CDP 
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^ * This particular synthetic estimate has a 95%) confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

•jfer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
terval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpV7www. nifl.gov). 






Florida 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Key West city 
Kings Point CDP* 
Kissimmee city 
Lake City city 
Lake Magdalene CDP 
Lake Worth city 
Lakeland city 
Lakeside CDP 
Largo city 
Lauderdale Lakes city 
Lauderhill city 
Lealman CDP 
Leesburg city 
Lehigh Acres CDP 
Leisure City CDP 
Lighthouse Point city 
Lindgren Acres CDP 
Lockhart CDP 
Longwood city 
Lutz CDP 
Margate city 
Melbourne city 
Merritt Island CDP 
Miami Beach city 
Miami city* 
Miami Lakes CDP 
Miami Shores village 
Miami Springs city 
Miramar city 
Myrtle Grove CDP 
Naples city* 
New Port Richey city 
New Smyrna Beach city 
Niceville city 
Norland CDP* 
North Fort Myers CDP 
North Lauderdale city 
North Miami Beach city 
North Miami city 
North Naples CDP 
North Palm Beach village 
North Port city 
Oak Ridge CDP 
Oakland Park city 
Ocala city 
Ocoee city 
Ojus CDP 
Olympia Heights CDP* 
Opa-locka city* 
Orlando city 
Ormond Beach city 
Oviedo city 
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19 “% 


1 







1 


) 


1 i7«y 







0% 



]32% 



□ 13 % 



10% 



]24% 



J33% 



30% 



J23% 



□ 24% 



□ 37% 



29% 



30% 



IZl 17% 

II 

□ 



□ 14 % 



8 % 



□ 1 5 % 



] 21 “/ 



]41% 



□ 16 <y 



□ 17% 



J 24% 
ID25% 



□ 1 3 % 



1 22 % 
23% 
ZZl 24% 



□ 17 



] 22 % 



□ 37% 



II 15% 
U 16 % 



!□ 24% 
□ 23% 



J20% 



□ 13% 



□ 27' 



□ 23% 



□ 33% 

I 36“/, 



J41“% 



] 18 % 



□ 13“% 



□ 23% 



□ 57 



□ 63“/o 



10% 



20 % 



30 % 



40 % 



50 % 



60 % 



70 % 



o 

ERIC 



* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http:/Avww. nifl.gov). 



Florida 



Municipalities (cont.) 

Palatka city 
Palm Bay city 
Palm Beach Gardens city 
Palm Coast CDP 
Palm Harbor CDP 
Palm River-Clair Mel CDP 
Palmetto Estates CDP 
Panama City city 
Pembroke Pines city 
Pensacola city 
Perrine CDP 
Pine Hills CDP 
Pinellas Park city 
Pinewood CDP* 
Plant City city 
Plantation city 
Pompano Beach city 
Pompano Beach Highlands CDP 
Port Charlotte CDP 
Port Orange city 
Port St. Lucie city 
Punta Gorda city* 
Riviera Beach city* 
Rockledge city 
Royal Palm Beach village 
Safety Harbor city 
San Carlos Park CDP 
Sandalfoot Cove CDP 
Sanford city 
Sarasota city 
Sarasota Springs CDP 
Scott Lake CDP* 
Sebastian city 
South Bradenton CDP 
South Daytona city 
South Miami city 
South Miami Heights CDP 
South Patrick Shores CDP 
South Venice CDP 
Spring Hill CDP 
St. Augustine city 
St. Cloud city 
St. Petersburg city 
Stuart city 
Sunny Isles CDP* 
Sunrise city 
Sunset CDP 
Sweetwater city* 
Tallahassee city 
Tamarac city 
Tamiami CDP* 
Tampa city 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 
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efer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
iterval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://wvvw.nifl.gov). 



Florida 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Tarpon Springs city 
Temple Terrace city 
Titusville city 
Town 'n' Country CDP 
University West CDP 
Venice city* 
Vero Beach city 
Vero Beach South CDP 
Warrington CDP 
Wekiva Springs CDP 
Wellington CDP 
West Little River CDP* 
West Palm Beach city 
West Park CDP 
West Pensacola CDP 
Westchester CDP* 
Westwood Lakes CDP 
Wilton Manors city 
Winter Haven city 
Winter Park city 
Winter Springs city 
Wright CDP 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy Is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http;//wvvw.nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: Florida 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O ww.nifl.gov). 



ERIC 



Percentage of adult population 


with Level 1 Literacy skills 


0 30% or greater 


(1) 


□ 20% to 30% 


(1) 


□ 15% to 20% 


(1) 


□ 10% to 15% 


(4) 


n 10% or less 


(6) 


n no estimate available 


(14) 



The State of Literacy in America: Florida 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O ww.nifl.gov). 
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Georgia 

23% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 
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Counties (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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Bacon 
Baldwin 
Banks 
Barrow 
Bartow 
Ben Hill 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95®^ confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www.nifl.gov). 
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Georgia 

Counties (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Catoosa County 
Charlton County 
Chatham County 
Chattahoochee County 
Chattooga County 
Cherokee County 
Clarke County 
Clayton County 
Cobb County 
Coffee County 
Colquitt County 
Columbia County 
Cook County 
Coweta County 
Crawford County 
Crisp County 
Dade County 
Dawson County 
Decatur County 
DeKalb County 
Dodge County 
Dooly County 
Dougherty County 
Douglas County 
Early County 
Effingham County 
Elbert County 
Emanuel County 
Evans County 
Fannin County 
Fayette County 
Floyd County 
Forsyth County 
Franklin County 
Fulton County 
Gilmer County 
Glynn County 
Gordon County 
Grady County 
Greene County 
Gwinnett County 
Habersham County 
Hall County 
Hancock County* 
Haralson County 
Harris County 
Hart County 
Heard County 
Henry County 
Houston County 
Irwin County 
Jackson County 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 



?fer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
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ERJC terval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searj:^ble^ database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 



Georgia 



Counties (cont.) 



Jasper County 
Jeff Davis County 
Jefferson County* 
Jenkins County 
Johnson County 
Jones County 
Lamar County 
Laurens County 
Lee County 
Liberty County 
Lincoln County 
Lowndes County 
Lumpkin County 
Macon County* 
Madison County 
McDuffie County 
McIntosh County 
Meriwether County 
Mitchell County 
Monroe County 
Montgomery County 
Morgan County 
Murray County 
Muscogee County 
Newton County 
Oconee County 
Oglethorpe County 
Paulding County 
Peach County 
Pickens County 
Pierce County 
Pike County 
Polk County 
Pulaski County 
Putnam County 
Rabun County 
Randolph County* 
Richmond County 
Rockdale County 
Screven County 
Seminole County 
Spalding County 
Stephens County 
Sumter County 
Talbot County* 
Tattnall County 
Taylor County 
Telfair County 
Terrell County* 
Thomas County 
Tift County 
Toombs County 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence inten/al larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of Jiteracy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpyAvww.nifl.gov). 
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Georgia 



Counties (cont.) 



Towns 

Troup 

Turner 

Twiggs 
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Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Albany city 
Alpharetta city 
Americus city 
Athens city* 
Atlanta city* 
Augusta city* 
Bainbridge city 
Belvedere Park CDP* 
Brunswick city* 
Candler-McAfee CDP* 
Carrollton city 
Cartersville city 
College Park city* 
Columbus city 
Columbus city (remainder) 
Cordele city* 
Covington city 
Dalton city 
Decatur city 
Douglas city 
Douglasville city 
Druid Hills CDP 
Dublin city 
Dunwoody CDP 
East Point city* 
Evans CDP 
Forest Park city 
Fort Banning South CDP* 
Fort Stewart CDP* 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 
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fer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Iteport, for ad^ional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
erval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in af aa^able database on the NIFL home page (http7/www. nifl.gov). 



Georgia 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Gaines School CDP 
Gainesville city 
Griffin city 
Hinesville city 
La Grange city 
Lawrenceville city 
Lithia Springs CDP 
Mableton CDP 
Macon city 
Marietta city 
Martinez CDP 
Milledgeville city* 
Moultrie city 
Mountain Park CDP 
Newnan city 
North Atlanta CDP 
North Decatur CDP 
North Druid Hills CDP 
Peachtree City city 
Redan CDP* 
Rome city 
Roswell city 
Sandy Springs CDP 
Savannah city 
Smyrna city 
Snellville city 
South Augusta CDP 
St. Simons CDP 
Statesboro city* 
Thomasville city 
Tifton city 
Tucker CDP 
Valdosta city 
Vidalia city 
Warner Robins city 
Waycross city 
West Augusta CDP 
Wilmington Island CDP 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs). and to Appendix 1. the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 







The State of Literacy in America: Georgia 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O /vw.nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: Georgia 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence inten/al/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
Hatahase on the NIFL home page 
^p.^^./ww,nifl.gov), 

LKJC 



Percentage of adult population 


with Level 1 Literacy 


skills 


^ 30% or greater 


(1) 


□ 20% to 30% 


(1) 


□ 15% to 20% 


(1) 


□ 10% to 15% 


(4) 


□ 10% or less 


(6) 


D no estimate available 


(14) 







Hawaii 

18% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence inten/al larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpv/www.nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: Hawaii 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 






Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional Information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O ww.nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: Hawaii 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 






Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available In a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O ww.nifl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



H 30% or greater (1 ) 

□ 20% to 30% (1) 

■ 15% to 20% (1) 
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□ no estimate available (14) 
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Idaho 

13% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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Counties (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Ada County 
Bannock County 
Benewah County 
Bingham County 
Blaine County 
Bonner County 
Bonneville County 
Boundary County 
Canyon County 
Cassia County 
Clearwater County 
Elmore County 
Franklin County 
Fremont County 
Gem County 
Gooding County 
Idaho County 
Jefferson County 
Jerome County 
Kootenai County 
Latah County 
Lemhi County 
Madison County* 
Minidoka County 
Nez Perce County 
Owyhee County 
Payette County 
Shoshone County 
Twin Falls County 
Washington County 
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* TTiis particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpv/www.nifl.gov). 



Idaho 



Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Boise City city 
Caldwell city 
Coeur d'Alene city 
Idaho Falls city 
Lewiston city 
Moscow city 
Nampa city 
Pocatello city 
Rexburg city* 
Twin Falls city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 





The State of Literacy in America: Idaho 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 

Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 

rifltahflse on the NIFL home page • O C" 

jww.nifl.gov). ^ 
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The State of Literacy in America: Idaho 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
HQtQhQse on the NIFL home page 
^ vww.nifl.gov). 



&G 



Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



n 30% or greater (1 ) 

□ 20% to 30% (1) 

□ 15% to 20% (1) 

□ 10% to 15% (4) 

□ 10% or less (6) 



□ no estimate available (14) 




Illinois 

20% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional Information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 
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Illinois 



Counties (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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Coles County 
Cook County 
Crawford County 
Cumberland County 
De Witt County 
DeKalb County 
Douglas County 
DuPage County 
Edgar County 
Edwards County 
Effingham County 
Fayette County 
Ford County 
Franklin County 
Fulton County 
Gallatin County 
Greene County 
Grundy County 
Hamilton County 
Hancock County 
Henderson County 
Henry County 
Iroquois County 
Jackson County 
Jasper County 
Jefferson County 
Jersey County 
Jo Daviess County 
Johnson County 
Kane County 
Kankakee County 
Kendall County 
Knox County 
La Salle County 
Lake County 
Lawrence County 
Lee County 
Livingston County 
Logan County 
Macon County 
Macoupin County 
Madison County 
Marion County 
Marshall County 
Mason County 
Massac County 
McDonough County 
McHenry County 
McLean County 
Menard County 
Mercer County 
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This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

.'fer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
terval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpv/vwvw.nifl.gov). 



Illinois 



Counties (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Monroe County 
Montgomery County 
Morgan County 
Moultrie County 
Ogle County 
Peoria County 
Perry County 
Piatt County 
Pike County 
Pulaski County 
Randolph County 
Richland County 
Rock Island County 
Saline County 
Sangamon County 
Schuyler County 
Shelby County 
St. Clair County 
Stark County 
Stephenson County 
Tazewell County 
Union County 
Vermilion County 
Wabash County 
Warren County 
Washington County 
Wayne County 
White County 
Whiteside County 
Will County 
Williamson County 
Winnebago County 
Woodford County 
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Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Addison village 
Algonquin village 
Alsip village 
Alton city 
Arlington Heights village 
Aurora city 
Bartlett village 
Batavia city 
Belleville city 
Bellwood village* 
Belvidere city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available ip a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www.nifl.gov). 



Illinois 



Municipalities (cont.) 

Bensenville village 
Berwyn city 
Bloomingdale village 
Bloomington city 
Blue Island city 
Bolingbrook village 
Bourbonnais village 
Bradley village 
Bridgeview village 
Brookfield village 
Buffalo Grove village 
Burbank city 
Cahokia village 
Calumet City city 
Canton city 
Carbondale city* 
Carol Stream village 
Carpentersville village 
Cary village 
Centralia city 
Champaign city 
Charleston city* 
Chicago city 
Chicago Heights city 
Chicago Ridge village 
Cicero town 
Collinsville city 
Country Club Hills city* 
Crest Hill city 
Crestwood village 
Crystal Lake city 
Danville city 
Darien city 
De Kalb city 
Decatur city 
Deerfield village 
Des Plaines city 
Dixon city 
Dolton village 
Downers Grove village 
East Moline city 
East Peoria city 
East St. Louis city* 
Edwardsville city 
Effingham city 
Elgin city 
Elk Grove Village village 
Elmhurst city 
Elmwood Park village 
Evanston city 
Evergreen Park village 
Fairview Heights city 
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^ * "^his particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

r Q I ^ er to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
L -n/al/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpiywv\w.nifl.gov). 
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Illinois 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Forest Park village 
Franklin Park village 
Freeport city 
Galesburg city 
Geneva city 
Glen Ellyn village 
Glendale Heights village 
Glenview village 
Goodings Grove CDP 
Granite City city 
Gurnee village 
Hanover Park village 
Harvey city* 
Hazel Crest village* 
Herrin city 
Hickory Hills city 
Highland Park city 
Hinsdale village 
Hoffman Estates village 
Homewood village 
Jacksonville city 
Joliet city 
Justice village 
Kankakee city 
Kewanee city 
La Grange Park village 
La Grange village 
Lake Forest city 
Lake Zurich village 
Lansing village 
Libertyville village 
Lincoln city 
Lincolnwood village 
Lisle village 
Lombard village 
Loves Park city 
Machesney Park village 
Macomb city 
Marion city 
Markham city* 
Matteson village 
Mattoon city 
Maywood village* 
McHenry city 
Melrose Park village 
Midlothian village 
Moline city 
Morris city 
Morton Grove village 
Morton village 
Mount Prospect village 
Mount Vernon city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpyA/vww. nifl.gov). 






Illinois 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Mundelein village 
Naperville city 
Niles village 
Normal town 
Norridge village 
North Chicago city 
Northbrook village 
Northlake city 
Oak Forest city 
Oak Lawn village 
Oak Park village 
OTallon city 
Orland Park village 
Ottawa city 
Palatine village 
Palos Heights city 
Palos Hills city 
Park Forest village 
Park Ridge city 
Pekin city 
Peoria city 
Pontiac city 
Prospect Heights city 
Quincy city 
Rantoul village 
Richton Park village 
River Forest village 
Riverdale village 
Rock Island city 
Rockford city 
Rolling Meadows city 
Romeoville village 
Roselle village 
Round Lake Beach village 
Schaumburg village 
Schiller Park village 
Skokie village 
South Holland village 
Springfield city 
St. Charles city 
Sterling city 
Streamwood village 
Streator city 
Taylorville city 
Tinley Park village 
Urbana city 
Vernon Hills village 
Villa Park village 
Warrenville city 
Washington city 
Waukegan city 
West Chicago city 

V 
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^ * ■^his particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

■fer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Tj^hliical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
erval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a QrctTBble database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifi.gov). 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Illinois 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Westchester village 
Western Springs village 
Westmont village 
Wheaton city 
Wheeling village 
Wilmette village 
Winnetka village* 
Wood Dale city 
Wood River city 
Woodridge village 
Woodstock city 
Worth village 
Zion city 

V 




* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NlFL home page (httpV/www.n ifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: Illinois 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available In a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O vww.nifl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



H 30% or greater (1) 

□ 20% to 30% (1) 

■ 15% to 20% (1) 

0 10% to 15% (4) 

10% or less (6) 



D no estimate available (14) 
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The State of Literacy in America: Illinois 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database On the NIFL home page 
V fww.nifl.gov). 
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with Level 1 Literacy 
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B 30% or greater 
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□ 20% to 30% 
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■ 15% to 20% 
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□ 10% to 15% 


(4) 


D 10% or less 


(6) 


n no estimate available 


(14) 






Indiana 

16% of adult population 
is at Levei 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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COUntiGS (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Adams 
Allen 
Bartholomew 
Benton 
Blackford 
Boone 
Brown 
Carroll 
Cass 
Clark 
Clay 
Clinton 
Crawford 
Daviess 
De Kalb 
Dearborn 
Decatur 
Delaware 
Dubois 
Elkhart 
Fayette 
Floyd 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www.nifl.gov). 



Indiana 



Counties (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



V 



Fountain County 
Franklin County 
Fulton County 
Gibson County 
Grant County 
Greene County 
Hamilton County 
Hancock County 
Harrison County 
Hendricks County 
Henry County 
Howard County 
Huntington County 
Jackson County 
Jasper County 
Jay County 
Jefferson County 
Jennings County 
Johnson County 
Knox County 
Kosciusko County 
La Porte County 
Lagrange County* 
Lake County 
Lawrence County 
Madison County 
Marion County 
Marshall County 
Martin County 
Miami County 
Monroe County 
Montgomery County 
Morgan County 
Newton County 
Noble County 
Orange County 
Owen County 
Parke County 
Perry County 
Pike County 
Porter County 
Posey County 
Pulaski County 
Putnam County 
Randolph County 
Ripley County 
Rush County 
Scott County 
Shelby County 
Spencer County 
St. Joseph County 
Starke County 
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Q* "^his particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

C n I the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 

L r\l rval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is availa^ in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 
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Indiana 



Counties (cont.) 



Steuben 

Sullivan 

Switzerland 

Tippecanoe 

Tipton 

Union 

Vanderburgh 

Vermillion 

Vigo 

Wabash 

Warren 

Warrick 

Washington 

Wayne 

Wells 

White 

Whitley 
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Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Anderson city 
Bedford city 
Beech Grove city 
Bloomington city 
Carmel city 
Clarksville town 
Columbus city 
Connersville city 
Crawfordsville city 
Crown Point city 
Dyer town 
East Chicago city 
Elkhart city 
Evansville city 
Fort Wayne city 
Frankfort city 
Franklin city 
Gary city* 
Goshen city 
Granger CDP 
Greenfield city 
Greenwood city 
Griffith town 
Hammond city 
Highland town 
Hobart city 
Huntington city 
Indianapolis city 



0% 
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:□ i3®/o 
] 11®/o 



I□15®^ 
□ 14% 



□ 13®/o 
!□ 14®/o 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95®^ confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, ^additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is avail^blf "m a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 



Indiana 



Municipalities (cont.) 

Indianapolis city (remainder) 
Jasper city 
Jeffersonville city 
Kokomo city 
La Porte city 
Lafayette city 
Lake Station city 
Lawrence city 
Lebanon city 
Logansport city 
Madison city 
Marion city 
Martinsville city 
Merrillville town 
Michigan City city 
Mishawaka city 
Muncie city 
Munster town 
New Albany city 
New Castle city 
Noblesville city 
Peru city 
Plainfield town 
Portage city 
Richmond city 
Schererville town 
Seymour city 
Shelbyville city 
South Bend city 
Speedway town 
Terre Haute city 
Valparaiso city 
Vincennes city 
Wabash city 
Warsaw city 
Washington city 
West Lafayette city* 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
Interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: Indiana 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O ifw.nifl.gov). 




Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 

H 30% or greater (1 ) 

□ 20% to 30% (1) 

■ 15% to 20% (1) 

^ rr ■ 10% to 15% (4) 

AUU □ 10% or less (6) 

D no estimate available (14) 






The State of Literacy in America: Indiana 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O vw.nifl.gov). 



Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



H 30% or greater (1 ) 

□ 20% to 30% (1) 

■ 15% to 20% (1) 

■ 10% to 15% (4) 

□ 10% or less (6) 



L] no estimate available (14) 





Iowa 

13% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 






* This particuiar synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpyAwvw.nifl.gov). 
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Iowa 



Counties (cont.) 



Dickinson 
Dubuque 
Emmet 
Fayette 
Floyd 
Franklin 
Fremont 
Greene 
Grundy 
Guthrie 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hardin 
Harrison 
Henry 
Howard 
Humboldt 
Ida 
Iowa 
Jackson 
Jasper 
Jefferson 
Johnson 
Jones 
Keokuk 
Kossuth 
Lee 
Linn 
Louisa 
Lucas 
Lyon 
Madison 
Mahaska 
Marion 
Marshall 
Mills 
Mitchell 
Monona 
Monroe 
Montgomery 
Muscatine 
O'Brien 
Osceola 
Page 
Palo Alto 
Plymouth 
Pocahontas 
Polk 

Pottawattamie 

Poweshiek 

Sac 
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^ This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than 4- or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 
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ifer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
terval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 
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Iowa 



Counties (cont.) 



Scott 
Shelby 
Sioux 
Story 
Tama 
Taylor 
Union 
Van Buren 
Wapello 
Warren 
Washington 
Wayne 
Webster 
Winnebago 
Winneshiek 
Woodbury 
Worth 
Wright 
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County 
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Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Ames c 
Ankeny c 
Bettendorf c 
Boone c 
Burlington c 
Cedar Falls c 
Cedar Rapids c 
Clinton c 
Coralville c 
Council Bluffs c 
Davenport c 
Des Moines c 
Dubuque c 
Fort Dodge c 
Fort Madison c 
Indianola c 
Iowa City c 
Keokuk c 
Marion c 
Marshalltown c 
Mason City c 
Muscatine c 
Newton c 
Oskaloosa c 
Ottumwa c 
Sioux City c 
Spencer c 
Urbandale c 
Waterloo c 
West Des Moines c 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95®/o confidence interval larger than + or * 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is a\^^ilable ip^a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 



The State of Literacy in America: Iowa 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 
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Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional Information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
Q ww.nifl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



I 30% or greater (1) 

□ 20% to 30% (1) 

■ 15% to 20% (1) 

■ 10% to 15% (4) 

O 10% or less (6) 



D no estimate available (14) 



The State of Literacy in America: Iowa 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence inten/al/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
Q ww.nifl.gov). 




Percentage of adult population 


with Level 1 Literacy 
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H 30% or greater 
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(4) 


O 10% or less 
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Q no estimate available 
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Kansas 

14% of population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 






* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available iixa searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpv/www.nifl.gov). 

l07 



Kansas 



Counties (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Kingman 

Labette 

Leavenworth 

Linn 

Lyon 

Marion 

Marshall 

McPherson 

Miami 

Mitchell 

Montgomery 

Nemaha 

Neosho 

Osage 

Pawnee 

Phillips 

Pottawatomie 

Pratt 

Reno 

Republic 

Rice 

Riley 

Russell 

Saline 

Sedgwick 

Seward 

Shawnee 

Sherman 

Sumner 

Thomas 

Washington 

Wilson 

Wyandotte 
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Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Arkansas City city 
Atchison city 
Coffeyville city 
Derby city 
Dodge City city 
El Dorado city 
Emporia city 
Fort Riley North CDP* 
Garden City city 
Great Bend city 
Hays city 



j 1 



8% 



18% 



□ 6 % 



J 16 % 



J12% 



□ 23% 



19% 



J 1 3% 



J 14% 



. 10 % 



] 21 % 



0% 



10% 



20% 



30 % 



40 % 






50 % 



60 % 



70 % ^ 



This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

C D I the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 

L l\l^v> ^^v5*3ndard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a s^rc^bl^database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www. nifl.gov). 



Kansas 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Hutchinson city 
Junction City city 
Kansas City city 
Lawrence city 
Leavenworth city 
Leawood city 
Lenexa city 
Liberal city 
Manhattan city 
McPherson city 
Merriam city 
Newton city 
Olathe city 
Ottawa city 
Overland Park city 
Parsons city 
Pittsburg city 
Prairie Village city 
Salina city 
Shawnee city 
Topeka city 
Wichita city 
Winfield city 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 





The State of Literacy in America: Kansas 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 
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Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence inten/al/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
^ vw.nifl.gov). 




Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



H 30% or greater (1 ) 

□ 20% to 30% (1) 

■ 15% to 20% (1) 

H 10% to 15% (4) 

n 10% or less (6) 



n no estimate available (1 4) 




The State of Literacy in America: Kansas 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O /w. nifl.gov). 




Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



I 30% or greater (1) 

□ 20% to 30% (1) 

■ 15% to 20% (1) 

■ 10% to 15% (4) 

n 10% or less (6) 



no estimate available (14) 






Kentucky 

19% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 




Counties (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Adair County 
Allen County 
Anderson County 
Ballard County 
Barren County 
Bath County 
Bell County* 
Boone County 
Bourbon County 
Boyd County 
Boyle County 
Bracken County 
Breathitt County* 
Breckinridge County 
Bullitt County 
Butler County 
Caldwell County 
Calloway County 
Campbell County 
Carroll County 
Carter County 
Casey County 
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3 13% 



] 21 % 
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□ 22 % 



□ 25 % 
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20 % 
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□ 27% 
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□ 22 % 

I 25% 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 
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Kentucky 



Counties (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Christian County 
Clark County 
Clay County* 
Clinton County 
Crittenden County 
Cumberland County* 
Daviess County 
Edmonson County 
Estill County 
Fayette County 
Fleming County 
Floyd County* 
Franklin County 
Fulton County 
Garrard County 
Grant County 
Graves County 
Grayson County 
Green County 
Greenup County 
Hancock County 
Hardin County 
Harlan County* 
Harrison County 
Hart County 
Henderson County 
Henry County 
Hopkins County 
Jackson County* 
Jefferson County 
Jessamine County 
Johnson County 
Kenton County 
Knott County* 
Knox County* 
Larue County 
Laurel County 
Lawrence County* 
Lee County* 
Leslie County* 
Letcher County* 
Lewis County 
Lincoln County 
Livingston County 
Logan County 
Lyon County 
Madison County 
Magoffin County* 
Marion County 
Marshall County 
Martin County* 
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^ ‘ ^his particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

■fer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
erval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 
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Kentucky 



Counties 



Mason County 
McCracken County 
McCreary County* 
McLean County 
Meade County 
Mercer County 
Metcalfe County 
Monroe County 
Montgomery County 
Morgan County* 
Muhlenberg County 
Nelson County 
Nicholas County 
Ohio County 
Oldham County 
Owen County 
Pendleton County 
Perry County 
Pike County 
Powell County 
Pulaski County 
Rockcastle County 
Rowan County 
Russell County 
Scott County 
Shelby County 
Simpson County 
Spencer County 
Taylor County 
Todd County 
Trigg County 
Union County 
Warren County 
Washington County 
Wayne County 
Webster County 
Whitley County 
Woodford County 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Ashland city 
Bowling Green city 
Covington city 
Danville city 
Elizabethtown city 
Erlanger city 
Fern Creek CDP 
Florence city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http7Avww.nifl.gov). 
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Kentucky 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Fort Campbell North CDP* 
Fort Knox CDP* 
Fort Thomas city 
Frankfort city 
Georgetown city 
Glasgow city 
Henderson city 
Highview CDP 
Hopkinsville city 
Independence city 
Jeffersontown city 
Lexington-Fayette 
Louisville city 
Madisonville city 
Middlesborough city 
Murray city 
Newburg CDP 
Newport city 
Nicholasville city 
Okolona CDP 
Owensboro city 
Paducah city 
Pleasure Ridge Park CDP 
Radcliff city 
Richmond city 
Shively city 
Somerset city 
St. Dennis CDP 
St. Matthews city 
Valley Station CDP 
Winchester city 
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Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page {http://www.nifl.gov}. 
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The State of Literacy in America: Kentucky 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
^ /ww.nifl.gov). 





Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



I 30% or greater (1) 

□ 20% to 30% (1) 

■ 15% to 20% (1) 

H 10% to 15% (4) 

□ 10% or less (6) 



□ no estimate available (14) 



The State of Literacy in America: Kentucky 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence inten/al/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O AAww.nifl.gov). 




Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



I 30% or greater (1) 

□ 20% to 30% (1) 

■ 15% to 20% (1) 

■ 10% to 15% (4) 

□ 10% or less (6) 



n no estimate available (14) 






Louisiana 

28% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



District 1 
District 2* 
District 3 
District 4* 
District 5 
District 6 
District 7 




CoUntiGS (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Acadia Parish 
Allen Parish 
Ascension Parish 
Assumption Parish 
Avoyelles Parish 
Beauregard Parish 
Bienville Parish 
Bossier Parish 
Caddo Parish 
Calcasieu Parish 
Caldwell Parish 
Cameron Parish 
Catahoula Parish 
Claiborne Parish 
Concordia Parish 
De Soto Parish 
East Baton Rouge Parish 
East Carroll Parish* 
East Feliciana Parish 
Evangeline Parish* 
Franklin Parish 
Grant Parish 



0 % 10 % 20 % 30 % 40 % 50 % 60 % 70 % 





* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www, nifl.gov). 



Louisiana 



Counties (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Iberia Parish 
Iberville Parish 
Jackson Parish 
Jefferson Davis Parish 
Jefferson Parish 
La Salle Parish 
Lafayette Parish 
Lafourche Parish 
Lincoln Parish* 
Livingston Parish 
Madison Parish* 
Morehouse Parish 
Natchitoches Parish 
Orleans Parish* 
Ouachita Parish 
Plaquemines Parish 
Pointe Coupee Parish 
Rapides Parish 
Red River Parish 
Richland Parish 
Sabine Parish 
St. Bernard Parish 
St. Charles Parish 
St. Helena Parish 
St. James Parish 
St. John the Baptist Parish 
St. Landry Parish 
St. Martin Parish 
St. Mary Parish 
St. Tammany Parish 
Tangipahoa Parish 
Tensas Parish* 
Terrebonne Parish 
Union Parish 
Vermilion Parish 
Vernon Parish 
Washington Parish 
Webster Parish 
West Baton Rouge Parish 
West Carroll Parish 
West Feliciana Parish* 
Winn Parish 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 . the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nlfl.gov). 




Louisiana 



Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Abbeville city 
Alexandria city 
Baker city 
Bastrop city* 
Baton Rouge city 
Bayou Cane CDP 
Bogalusa city 
Bossier City city 
Chalmette CDP 
Crowley city 
Estelle CDP 
Eunice city 
Fort Polk South CDP* 
Gretna city 
Hammond city 
Harvey CDP 
Houma city 
Jefferson CDP 
Jennings city 
Kenner city 
Lafayette city 
Lake Charles city 
Laplace CDP 
Marrero CDP 
Merrydale CDP* 
Metairie CDP 
Minden city 
Monroe city* 
Morgan City city 
Natchitoches city* 
New Iberia city 
New Orleans city* 
Opelousas city* 
Pineville city 
River Ridge CDP 
Ruston city* 
Shenandoah CDP 
Shreveport city 
Slidell city 
Sulphur city 
Terrytown CDP 
Thibodaux city 
Timberlane CDP 
West Monroe city 
Westwego city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www.nifl.gov). 




The State of Literacy in America: Louisiana 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O ww.nifl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



I 30% or greater (1) 

□ 20% to 30% (1) 

■ 15% to 20% (1) 

■ 10% to 15% (4) 

□ 10% or less (6) 



n no estimate available (14) 



The State of Literacy in America: Louisiana 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
on the NIFL home page 
w. nifl.gov). 




Percentage of adult population 


with Level 1 Literacy 


skills 


1 30% or greater 


(1) 


□ 20% to 30% 


(1) 


■ 15% to 20% 


(1) 


B 10% to 15% 


(4) 


n 1 0% or less 


(6) 


D no estimate available 


(14) 





Maine 

15% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



District 1 
District 2 
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Counties (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Androscoggin 

Aroostook 

Cumberland 

Franklin 

Hancock 

Kennebec 

Knox 

Lincoln 

Oxford 

Penobscot 

Piscataquis 

Sagadahoc 

Somerset 

Waldo 

Washington 

York 
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Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Auburn city 
Augusta city 
Bangor city 
Biddeford city 
Brewer city 
Brunswick CDP 
Brunswick town 
Cape Elizabeth town 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence inten/al larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http y/www. nifl.gov). 






Maine 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Falmouth town 
Freeport town 
Gorham town 
Kittery town 
Lewiston city 
Lisbon town 
Old Orchard Beach town 
Old Town city 
Orono town* 
Portland city 
Presque Isle city 
Saco city 
Sanford CDP 
Sanford town 
Scarborough town 
South Portland city 
Standish town 
Waterville city 
Wells town 
Westbrook city 
Windham town 
Yarmouth town 
York town 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: Maine 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence Interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 




Percentage of adult population 


with Level 1 Literacy 


skills 




2 30% or greater 


(1) 


□ 20% to 30% 


(1) 


■ 15% to 20% 


(1) 




J 10% to 15% 


(4) 




I 1 0% or less 


(6) 




2 no estimate available 


(14) 



The State of Literacy in America: Maine 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional Information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
Ha^hase on the NIFL home page 
vww.nifl.gov). 
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with Level 1 Literacy 
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SI 30% or greater 
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□ 10% to 15% 
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D 10% or less 
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D no estimate available 
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Maryland 

20% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



District 1 
District 2 
District 3 
District 4* 
District 5 
District 6 
District 7* 
District 8 
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Counties (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 



Allegany County 
Anne Arundel County 
Baltimore city* 
Baltimore County 
Calvert County 
Caroline County 
Carroll County 
Cecil County 
Charles County 
Dorchester County 
Frederick County 
Garrett County 
Harford County 
Howard County 
Kent County 
Montgomery County 
Prince George's County* 
Queen Anne's County 
Somerset County 
St. Mary's County 
Talbot County 
Washington County 
Wicomico County 
Worcester County 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www. nifl.gov). 
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Maryland 



Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Aberdeen town 
Adelphi CDP 
Andrews AFB CDP 
Annapolis city 
Arbutus CDP 
Arnold CDP 
Aspen Hill CDP 
Baltimore city* 
Bel Air North CDP 
Bel Air South CDP 
Beltsville CDP 
Bethesda CDP 
Bowie city 
Brooklyn Park CDP 
Calverton CDP 
Cambridge city 
Camp Springs CDP* 
Carney CDP 
Catonsville CDP 
Chillum CDP* 
Clinton CDP 
Cockeysville CDP 
Colesville CDP 
College Park city 
Columbia CDP 
Coral Hills CDP* 
Crofton CDP 
Cumberland city 
Dundalk CDP 
East Riverdale CDP 
Edgewood CDP 
Elkridge CDP 
Ellicott City CDP 
Essex CDP 
Fairland CDP 
Ferndale CDP 
Forestville CDP* 
Fort Meade CDP 
Fort Washington CDP* 
Frederick city 
Gaithersburg city 
Germantown CDP 
Glen Burnie CDP 
Greater Upper Marlboro CDP* 
Green Haven CDP 
Greenbelt city 
Hagerstown city 
Hillandale CDP 
Hillcrest Heights CDP* 
Hyattsville city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
Q rval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 
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Maryland 



Municipalities (cont.) 

Joppatowne CDP 
Lake Shore CDP 
Langley Park CDP* 
Lanham-Seabrook CDP 
Lansdowne-Baltimore Highlands CDP 

Laurel city 
Lochearn CDP* 
Lutherville-Timonium CDP 
Mays Chapel CDP 
Middle River CDP 
Milford Mill CDP* 
Mitchellville CDP* 
Montgomery Village CDP 
New Carrollton city 
North Bethesda CDP 
North Laurel CDP 
North Potomac CDP 
Odenton CDP 
OIney CDP 
Overlea CDP 
Oxon Hill-Glassmanor CDP* 
Parkville CDP 
Parole CDP 
Pasadena CDP 
Perry Hall CDP 
Pikesville CDP 
Potomac CDP 
Randallstown CDP 
Redland CDP 
Reisterstown CDP 
Riviera Beach CDP 
Rockville city 
Rosedale CDP 
Salisbury city 
Severn CDP 
Severna Park CDP 
Silver Spring CDP 
South Gate CDP 
South Laurel CDP 
St. Charles CDP 
Suitland-Silver Hill CDP* 
Takoma Park city 
Towson CDP 
Waldorf CDP 
Walker Mill CDP* 
Westminster city 
Wheaton-Glenmont CDP 
White Oak CDP 
Woodlawn CDP 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or • 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www. nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: Maryland 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs). and to Appendix 1 . 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
d;)t;)h;)se on the NIFL home page 
V vww.nifl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 


with Level 1 Literacy 


skills 


H 30% or greater 


(1) 


□ 20% to 30% 


(1) 


■ 15% to 20% 


(1) 


E3 10% to 15% 


(4) 


D 10% or less 


(6) 


Q no estimate available 


(14) 



The State of Literacy in America: Maryland 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O vww,nlfl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 


with Level 1 Literacy 


skills 


H 30% or greater 


(1) 


□ 20% to 30% 


(1) 


■ 15% to 20% 


(1) 


M 10% to 15% 


(4) 


D 10% or less 


(6) 


□ no estimate available 


(14) 




Massachusetts 

16% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 




Congressional Districts 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



District 1 
District 2 
District 3 
District 4 
District 5 
District 6 
District 7 
District 8 
District 9 
District 10 

V 





* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www.nifl.gov). 
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Massachusetts 



MuniCipdlitiCS (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Abington town 
Acton town 
Acushnet town 
Agawam town 
Amesbury CDP 
Amesbury town 
Amherst CDP* 
Amherst town* 
Andover town 
Arlington town 
Ashland town 
Athol town 
Attleboro city 
Auburn town 
Ayer town 
Barnstable town 
Bedford town 
Belchertown town 
Bellingham town 
Belmont town 
Beverly city 
Billerica town 
Blackstone town 
Boston city 
Bourne town 
Braintree town 
Bridgewater town 
Brockton city 
Brookline town 
Burlington town 
Cambridge city 
Canton town 
Carver town 
Charlton town 
Chelmsford town 
Chelsea city 
Chicopee city 
Clinton town 
Cohasset town 
Concord town 
Dalton town 
Danvers town 
Dartmouth town 
Dedham CDP 
Dedham town 
Dennis town 
Dracut town 
Dudley town 
Duxbury town 
East Bridgewater town 
East Longmeadow town 
Easthampton town 
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Q * This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

lefer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
iterval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available ir^ a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 
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Massachusetts 



Municipalities (cent.) 



Easton town 
Everett city 
Fairhaven town 
Fall River city 
Falmouth town 
Fitchburg city 
Foxborough town 
Framingham town 
Franklin town 
Freetown town 
Gardner city 
Gloucester city 
Grafton town 
Greenfield CDP 
Greenfield town 
Groton town 
Hamilton town 
Hanover town 
Hanson town 
Harvard town 
Harwich town 
Haverhill city 
Hingham town 
Holbrook town 
Holden town 
Holliston town 
Holyoke city 
Hopkinton town 
Hudson CDP 
Hudson town 
Hull town 
Hyannis CDP 
Ipswich town 
Kingston town 
Lakeville town 
Lancaster town 
Lawrence city 
Leicester town 
Leominster city 
Lexington town 
Lincoln town 
Littleton town 
Longmeadow town 
Lowell city 
Ludlow town 
Lunenburg town 
Lynn city 
Lynnfield town 
Malden city 
Mansfield town 
Marblehead town 
Marlborough city 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpvywww.nifl.gov). 
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Massachusetts 



Municipalities (cont.) 

Marshfield town 
Maynard town 
Medfield town 
Medford city 
Medway town 
Melrose city 
Methuen town 
Middleborough town 
Milford CDP 
Milford town 
Millbury town 
Millis town 
Milton town 
Monson town 
Natick town 
Needham town 
New Bedford city 
Newburyport city 
Newton city 
Norfolk town 
North Adams city 
North Andover town 
North Attleborough Center CDP 
North Attleborough town 
North Reading town 
Northampton city 
Northborough town 
Northbridge town 
Norton town 
Norwell town 
Norwood town 
Oxford town 
Palmer town 
Peabody city 
Pembroke town 
Pepperell town 
Pittsfield city 
Plainville town 
Plymouth town 
Quincy city 
Randolph town 
Raynham town 
Reading town 
Rehoboth town 
Revere city 
Rockland town 
Rockport town 
Salem city 
Salisbury town 
Sandwich town 
Saugus town 
Scituate town 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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^ This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

efer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
iterval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literac^k a^a^ in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http7/www. nifl.gov). 



Massachusetts 




Municipalities (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Seekonk town 
Sharon town 
Shrewsbury town 
Somerset town 
Somerville city 
South Hadley town 
South Yarmouth CDP 
Southborough town 
Southbridge CDP 
Southbridge town 
Southwick town 
Spencer town 
Springfield city 
Stoneham town 
Stoughton town 
Sudbury town 
Sutton town 
Swampscott town 
Swansea town 
Taunton city 
Tewksbury town 
Townsend town 
Tyngsborough town 
Uxbridge town 
Wakefield town 
Walpole town 
Waltham city 
Wareham town 
Watertown town 
Wayland town 
Webster CDP 
Webster town 
Wellesley town 
West Boylston town 
West Bridgewater town 
West Springfield town 
Westborough town 
Westfield city 
Westford town 
Weston town 
Westport town 
Westwood town 
Weymouth town 
Whitman town 
Wilbraham town 
Wilmington town 
Winchester town 
Winthrop town 
Woburn city 
Worcester city 
Wrentham town 
Yarmouth town 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
inteival/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpv/www.nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America:Massachusetts 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
V yww.nifl.gov). 




Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



30% or greater 


(1) 


20% to 30% 


(1) 


15% to 20% 


(1) 


10% to 15% 


(4) 


10% or less 


(6) 


no estimate available (14) 



The State of Literacy in America: Massachusetts 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
Hotoh^ise on the NIFL home page 
^ .www.nifl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



O 30% or greater (1) 

□ 20% to 30% (1) 

H 15% to 20% (1) 

□ 10% to 15% (4) 

□ 10% or less (6) 



Q no estimate available (14) 







Michigan 

18% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 




r 



Congressional Districts 



Percentage of Adult Population 



at Level 1 Literacy 



District 1 
District 2 
District 3 
District 4 
District 5 
District 6 
District 7 
District 8 
District 9 
District 10 
District 1 1 
District 1 2 
District 13 
District 14* 
District 1 5* 
District 16 





COUntiGS (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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* Ttm partku!ar synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence intenoal larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequent^ Asked Questions (FAQs). and to Appendix 1, the Techrucal Report for additior»l information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
intenal^i^ndaTd error associated with each estinete and other lev^ of Bterary is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 
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Michigan 



Counties (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Cheboygan County 
Chippewa County 
Clare County 
Clinton County 
Crawford County 
Delta County 
Dickinson County 
Eaton County 
Emmet County 
Genesee County 
Gladwin County 
Gogebic County 
Grand Traverse County 
Gratiot County 
Hillsdale County 
Houghton County 
Huron County 
Ingham County 
Ionia County 
Iosco County 
Iron County 
Isabella County 
Jackson County 
Kalamazoo County 
Kalkaska County 
Kent County 
Lake County 
Lapeer County 
Leelanau County 
Lenawee County 
Livingston County 
Mackinac County 
Macomb County 
Manistee County 
Marquette County 
Mason County 
Mecosta County 
Menominee County 
Midland County 
Missaukee County 
Monroe County 
Montcalm County 
Montmorency County 
Muskegon County 
Newaygo County 
Oakland County 
Oceana County 
Ogemaw County 
Ontonagon County 
Osceola County 
Oscoda County 
Otsego County 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 
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' Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 

i/al/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpv/www. nifl.gov). 









Michigan 



Counties (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Ottawa 
Presque Isle 
Roscommon 
Saginaw 
Sanilac 
Schoolcraft 
Shiawassee 
St. Clair 
St. Joseph 
Tuscola 
Van Buren 
Washtenaw 
Wayne 
Wexford 



County 

County 

County 

County 

County 

County 

County 

County 

County 

County 

County 

County 

County 

County 





10% 









Ip21% 

] 23% 



□ 21 % 



□ 17' /o 



J 12% 

ZZl 14% 

^ 1 5% 
_1 ^6% 

^ 1 



1 12 % 



□ 1 5 % 



30% 



0% 



10% 



20 % 



30 % 



40 % 



50 % 



60 % 



70 % 



Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Adrian city 
Albion city 
Allen Park city 
Alpena city 
Ann Arbor city 
Auburn Hills city 
Bangor township 
Battle Creek city 
Bay City city 
Bedford township 
Beecher CDP* 
Benton Charter township 
Benton Harbor city* 
Berkley city 
Beverly Hills village 
Big Rapids city* 
Birmingham city 
Blackman township 
Bloomfield township 
Brandon township 
Bridgeport township 
Brighton township 
Brownstown township 
Buena Vista Charter township 
Burton city 
Byron township 
Cadillac city 
Canton township 
Cascade township 
Chesterfield township 
Clawson city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or > 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www,nifl,gov). 
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Michigan 



Municipalities (cont.) 

Clinton township 
Commerce township 
Comstock township 
Cutlerville CDP 
Davison township 
De Witt township 
Dearborn city 
Dearborn Heights city 
Delhi Charter township 
Delta township 
Detroit city* 
East Detroit city 
East Grand Rapids city 
East Lansing city* 
Ecorse city 
Emmett township 
Escanaba city 
Farmington city 
Farmington Hills city 
Fenton township 
Femdale city 
Flint city 
Flint township 
Forest Hills CDP 
Fraser city 
Frenchtown township 
Fruitport township 
Gaines township 
Garden City city 
Garfield township 
Genesee township 
Genoa township 
Georgetown township 
Grand Blanc township 
Grand Haven city 
Grand Rapids Charter township 
Grand Rapids city 
Grandville city 
Green Oak township 
Grosse Pointe Farms city 
Grosse Pointe Park city 
Grosse Pointe Woods city 
Hamburg township 
Hamtramck city 
Harper Woods city 
Harrison township 
Haslett CDP 
Hazel Park city 
Highland Park city* 
Highland township 
Holland city 
Holland township 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

,-‘r to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs). and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report for addrtiorial information about these estimates. Information about the oonfiderwe 
rval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available In a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpyAwww nifl gcnd 




Michigan 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Holt CDP 
Huron township 
Independence township 
Inkster city* 
Jackson city 
Jenison CDP 
Kalamazoo city 
Kalamazoo township 
Kentwood city 
Lansing city 
Leoni township 
Lincoln Park city 
Lincoln township 
Livonia city 
Macomb township 
Madison Heights city 
Marquette city 
Melvindale city 
Meridian township 
Midland city 
Milford township 
Monroe city 
Monroe township 
Mount Clemens city 
Mount Morris township 
Mount Pleasant city* 
Mundy township 
Muskegon city* 
Muskegon Heights city 
Muskegon township 
Niles city 
Niles township 
Northview CDP 
Northville township 
Norton Shores city 
Novi city 
Oak Park city 
Okemos CDP 
Orion township 
Oscoda township 
Oshtemo township 
Owosso city 
Oxford township 
Park township 
Pittsfield township 
Plainfield township 
Plymouth township 
Pontiac city 
Port Huron city 
Portage city 
Redford township 
River Rouge city 
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* Tte partkiilar syntiwtk: estimate has a 95i% confntence tnteivaJ larger than 4- or - 5 points, and shou&l be used with amespomfing cautHMiu 

Refer to the Frequentiy Asked Questions ffAQs). and to Appendix 1, the 'fecitnkal Report, for adtfiticttal infaymation about these estim a tes, fnformatkm aboirt the confidence 
Entoval^staiuiaid error assocuted e£^ estimate and other of Gteracy is atfa^abfe in a searchabile database on the NtFL home page Oittpy/Mnww JufLgov), 



Michigan 



Municipalities (cont.) 

Riverview city 
Rochester Hills city 
Romulus city 
Roseville city 
Roseville city 
Royal Oak city 
Saginaw city 
Saginaw township 
Saginaw Township North CDP 
Saginaw Township South CDP 
Sault Ste. Marie city 
Scio township 
Shelby township 
Southfield city 
Southfield township 
Southgate city 
Spring Lake township 
St. Clair Shores city 
Sterling Heights city 
Sturgis city 
Summit township 
Sumpter township 
Taylor city 
Thomas township 
Traverse City city 
Trenton city 
Troy city 
Van Buren township 
Vienna township 
Walker city 
Warren city 
Washington township 
Waterford township 
Waverly CDP 
Wayne city 
West Bloomfield township 
Westland city 
White Lake township 
Wood haven city 
Wyandotte city 
Wyoming city 
Ypsilanti city 
Ypsilanti township 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95®/o confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http vyvwvw. nifl.gov). 




The State of Literacy in America: Michigan 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence inten/al/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
on the NIFL home page 
ww.nifl.gov). 
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■ 15% to 20% 
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0 10% to 15% 
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n 10% or less 
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□ no estimate available 
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The State of Literacy in America: Michigan 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




COPY AVAILABLE 



Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 . 
the Technical Report, for additional Information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence Interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy Is available In a searchable 
HaioKoe<) on the NIFL home page 
vw.nifl.gov). 
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Minnesota 

13% of adult population 
Is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 



District 1 
District 2 
District 3 
District 4 
District 5 
District 6 
District 7 
District 8 
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Counties (with adult population of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Aitkin 
Anoka 
Becker 
Beltrami 
Benton 
Blue Earth 
Brown 
Carlton 
Carver 
Cass 
Chippewa 
Chisago 
Clay 
Clearwater 
Cottonwood 
Crow Wing 
Dakota 
Dodge 
Douglas 
Faribault 
Fillmore 
Freeborn 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page {http://www.nifl.gov). 
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Minnesota 



Counties (cont.) 



Goodhue 
Hennepin 
Houston 
Hubbard 
Isanti 
Itasca 
Jackson 
Kanabec 
Kandiyohi 
Koochiching 
Lac qui Parle 
Lake 
Le Sueur 
Lincoln 
Lyon 
Marshall 
Martin 
McLeod 
Meeker 
Mille Lacs 
Morrison 
Mower 
Murray 
Nicollet 
Nobles 
Norman 
Olmsted 
Otter Tail 
Pennington 
Pine 
Pipestone 
Polk 
Pope 
Ramsey 
Redwood 
Renville 
Rice 
Rock 
Roseau 
Scott 
Sherburne 
Sibley 
St. Louis 
Stearns 
Steele 
Stevens 
Swift 
Todd 
Wabasha 
Wadena 
Waseca 
Washington 
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Q * This particular synthetic estimate has a 95%, confidence interval larger than + or • 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

efer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
rterval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels ofjiter^ is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www.nifl.gov). 



Minnesota 




Municipalities (with adult population of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Albert Lea city 
Andover city 
Anoka city 
Apple Valley city 
Austin city 
Bemidji city 
Blaine city 
Blaine city 
Bloomington city 
Brainerd city 
Brooklyn Center city 
Brooklyn Park city 
Burnsville city 
Champlin city 
Chanhassen city 
Chaska city 
Cloquet city 
Columbia Heights city 
Coon Rapids city 
Cottage Grove city 
Crystal city 
Duluth city 
Eagan city 
Eden Prairie city 
Edina city 
Elk River city 
Fairmont city 
Faribault city 
Fergus Falls city 
Fridley city 
Golden Valley city 
Grand Rapids township 
Hastings city 
nibbing city 
Hopkins city 
Hutchinson city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or ■ 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpi/Avww. nifl.gov). 



Minnesota 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Inver Grove Heights city 
Lakeville city 
Mankato city 
Maple Grove city 
Maplewood city 
Marshall city 
Minneapolis city 
Minnetonka city 
Moorhead city 
Mounds View city 
New Brighton city 
New Hope city 
New Ulm city 
North Mankato city 
North St. Paul city 
Northfield city 
Oakdale city 
Owatonna city 
Plymouth city 
Prior Lake city 
Ramsey city 
Red Wing city 
Richfield city 
Robbinsdale city 
Rochester city 
Roseville city 
Shakopee city 
Shoreview city 
South St. Paul city 
St. Cloud city 
St. Louis Park city 
St. Paul city 
Stillwater city 
Vadnais Heights city 
West St. Paul city 
White Bear Lake city 
Willmar city 
Winona city 
Woodbury city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpT/www.nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: Minnesota 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 
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Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 

Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable , 

'^^“"*nse on the NIFL home page r> \ i 

www.nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: Minnesota 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence Inten/al/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O ’/www.nifl.gov). 
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O 30% or greater (1) 
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Mississippi 

30% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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COUntiGS (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Adams County 
Alcorn County 
Amite County 
Attala County 
Benton County 
Bolivar County* 
Calhoun County 
Carroll County 
Chickasaw County 
Choctaw County 
Claiborne County* 
Clarke County 
Clay County 
Coahoma County* 
Copiah County 
Covington County 
DeSoto County 
Forrest County 
Franklin County 
George County 
Greene County 
Grenada County 
Hancock County 
Harrison County 
Hinds County 
Holmes County* 
Humphreys County* 
Itawamba County 
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■ or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 



* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than - 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http.//www.nifl.gov). 
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Mississippi 

Counties (cont.) 



Jackson County 
Jasper County 
Jefferson County* 
Jefferson Davis County* 
Jones County 
Kemper County* 
Lafayette County 
Lamar County 
Lauderdale County 
Lawrence County 
Leake County 
Lee County 
Leflore County* 
Lincoln County 
Lowndes County 
Madison County 
Marion County 
Marshall County 
Monroe County 
Montgomery County 
Neshoba County 
Newton County 
Noxubee County* 
Oktibbeha County 
Panola County 
Pearl River County 
Perry County 
Pike County 
Pontotoc County 
Prentiss County 
Quitman County* 
Rankin County 
Scott County 
Simpson County 
Smith County 
Stone County 
Sunflower County* 
Tallahatchie County* 
Tate County 
Tippah County 
Tishomingo County 
Tunica County* 
Union County 
Walthall County 
Warren County 
Washington County* 
Wayne County 
Webster County 
Wilkinson County* 
Winston County 
Yalobusha County 
Yazoo County* 
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This particuldr synthetic estimate has a 95%, confidence interval larger tl^an + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 
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,-»r to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Append iXil, tbe Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
rval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/wvvw. nifl.gov). 
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Mississippi 



Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Biloxi city 
Brandon city 
Brookhaven city 
Canton city* 
Clarksdale city* 
Cleveland city 
Clinton city 
Columbus city 
Corinth city 
Gautier city 
Greenville city* 
Greenwood city* 
Grenada city 
Gulfport city 
Hattiesburg city 
Indianola city* 
Jackson city* 
Laurel city 
Long Beach city 
McComb city 
Meridian city 
Moss Point city* 
Natchez city 
Ocean Springs city 
Orange Grove CDP 
Pascagoula city 
Pearl city 
Picayune city 
Ridgeland city 
Southaven city 
Starkville city 
Tupelo city 
Vicksburg city* 
Yazoo City city* 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www.nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: Mississippi 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
riatahase On the NIFL home page 
V jvw.nifl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 


with Level 1 Literacy 


skills 


1 30% or greater 


(1) 


□ 20% to 30% 


(1) 


■ 15% to 20% 


(1) 


M 10% to 15% 


(4) 


D 10% or less 


(6) 


D no estimate available 


(14) 



The State of Literacy in America: Mississippi 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence inten/al/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
on the NIFL home page 
ww.nifl.gov). 
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Missouri 

17% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



District 1 
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District 6 
District 7 
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District 9 
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Counties ( with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Adair County 
Andrew County 
Atchison County 
Audrain County 
Barry County 
Barton County 
Bates County 
Benton County 
Bollinger County 
Boone County 
Buchanan County 
Butler County 
Caldwell County 
Callaway County 
Camden County 
Cape Girardeau County 
Carroll County 
Cass County 
Cedar County 
Chariton County 
Christian County 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy Is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www.nifl.gov). 



Missouri 



Counties (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Clark County 
Clay County 
Clinton County 
Cole County 
Cooper County 
Crawford County 
Dade County 
Dallas County 
Daviess County 
DeKalb County 
Dent County 
Douglas County 
Dunklin County 
Franklin County 
Gasconade County 
Gentry County 
Greene County 
Grundy County 
Harrison County 
Henry County 
Hickory County 
Howard County 
Howell County 
Iron County 
Jackson County 
Jasper County 
Jefferson County 
Johnson County 
Laclede County 
Lafayette County 
Lawrence County 
Lewis County 
Lincoln County 
Linn County 
Livingston County 
Macon County 
Madison County 
Maries County 
Marion County 
McDonald County 
Miller County 
Mississippi County 
Moniteau County 
Monroe County 
Montgomery County 
Morgan County 
New Madrid County 
Newton County 
Nodaway County 
Oregon County 
Osage County 
Ozark County 
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^ This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

efer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
iterval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of litera^ is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www. nifl.gov). 



Missouri 



Counties (cont.) 



Pemiscot County 
Perry County 
Pettis County 
Phelps County 
Pike County 
Platte County 
Polk County 
Pulaski County 
Ralls County 
Randolph County 
Ray County 
Reynolds County 
Ripley County* 
Saline County 
Scott County 
Shannon County 
Shelby County 
St. Charles County 
St. Clair County 
St. Francois County 
St. Louis County 
Ste. Genevieve County 
Stoddard County 
Stone County 
Sullivan County 
Taney County 
Texas County 
Vernon County 
Warren County 
Washington County 
Wayne County 
Webster County 
Wright County 
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Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Affton CDP 
Arnold city 
Ballwin city 
Bellefontaine Neighbors city 
Belton city 
Berkeley city* 
Blue Springs city 
Bridgeton city 
Cape Girardeau city 
Carthage city 
Chesterfield city 
Clayton city 
Columbia city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in ^s^chable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www.nifl.gov). 



Missouri 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Crestwood city 
Creve Coeur city 
Excelsior Springs city 
Farmington city 
Ferguson city 
Florissant city 
Fort Leonard Wood CDP* 

Fulton city 
Gladstone city 
Grandview city 
Hannibal city 
Hazelwood city 
Independence city 
Jefferson City city 
Jennings city 
Joplin city 
Kansas City city 
Kennett city 
Kirksville city 
Kirkwood city 
Lee's Summit city 
Lemay CDP 
Liberty city 
Marshall city 
Maryland Heights city 
Maryville city 
Mehiville CDP 
Mexico city 
Moberly city 
O'Fallon city 
Oakville CDP 
Overland city 
Poplar Bluff city 
Raytown city 
Richmond Heights city 
Rolla city 
Sappington CDP 
Sedalia city 
Sikeston city 
Spanish Lake CDP 
Springfield city 
St. Ann city 
St. Charles city 
St. Joseph city 
St. Louis city 
St. Peters city 
University City city 
Warrensburg city* 

Washington city 
Webster Groves city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
Q lerval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpV/www. nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: Missouri 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
Hatah-ase on the NIFL home page 
/www.n ifl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 



with Level 1 Literacy skills 


B 30% or greater 


(1) 


□ 20% to 30% 


(1) 


■ 15% to 20% 


(1) 


M 10% to 15% 


(4) 


D 10% or less 


(6) 


□ no estimate available (14) 



The State of Literacy in America: Missouri 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional Information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O /www.nifl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



H 30% or greater (1) 

□ 20% to 30% b ) 

■ 15% to 20% b) 
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Montana 

13% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



One Representative at Large 
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Counties (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 

Beaverhead County 
Big Horn County* 

Carbon County 
Cascade County 
Custer County 
Dawson County 
Deer Lodge County 
Fergus County 
Flathead County 
Gallatin County 
Glacier County 
Hill County 
Jefferson County 
Lake County 
Lewis and Clark County 
Lincoln County 
Missoula County 
Park County 
Powell County 
Ravalli County 
Richland County 
Roosevelt County 
Rosebud County 
Sanders County 
Silver Bow County 
Valley County 
Yellowstone County 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpvyvvww.nifl.gov). 



Montana 



Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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Kalispell c 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://wvvw.nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: Montana 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O ww.nifl.gov). 
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□ 


no estimate available 


(14) 



The State of Literacy in America: Montana 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
Hatahace on the NIFL home page 
vw.nifl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



Q 30% or greater (1) 

□ 20% to 30% (1) 

■ 15% to 20% (1) 

010% to 15% (4) 

D 10% or less (6) 



D no estimate available (14) 
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Nebraska 

13% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



District 1 
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District 3 
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Counties (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Adams County 
Antelope County 
Box Butte County 
Buffalo County 
Burt County 
Butler County 
Cass County 
Cedar County 
Cheyenne County 
Clay County 
Colfax County 
Cuming County 
Custer County 
Dakota County 
Dawes County 
Dawson County 
Dodge County 
Douglas County 
Fillmore County 
Gage County 
Hall County 
Hamilton County 
Holt County 
Jefferson County 
Kearney County 
Keith County 
Knox County 
Lancaster County 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 
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Nebraska 



Counties (cont.) 



Lincoln 
Madison 
Merrick 
Nemaha 
Otoe 
Phelps 
Pierce 
Platte 
Red Willow 
Richardson 
Saline 
Sarpy 
Saunders 
Scotts Bluff 
Seward 
Sheridan 
Thayer 
Washington 
Wayne 
York 
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Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Beatrice city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 




The State of Literacy in America: Nebraska 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database On the NIFL home page 
V ^ ww.nifl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



O 30% or greater (1 ) 

□ 20% to 30% (1) 

■ 15% to 20% (1) 

□ 10% to 15% (4) 

□ 10% or less (6) 



n no estimate available (14) 



The State of Literacy in America: Nebraska 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence Interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
on the NIFL home page 
V „ww.nifl.gov). 
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Nevada 

15% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 

District 1 
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Counties (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Churchill County 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http:/Avww.nifl.gov). 



The State of Literacy in America: Nevada 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O 'www.nifl.gov). 




Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



Q 30% or greater 


(1) 


□ 20% to 30% 


(1) 


□ 15% to 20% 


(1) 


□ 10% to 15% 


(4) 


□ 10% or less 


(6) 



□ no estimate available (14) 






The State of Literacy in America: Nevada 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence intervat/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
www.nifl.gov). 
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New Hampshire 

12% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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Counties (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Belknap County 
Carroll County 
Cheshire County 
Coos County 
Grafton County 
Hillsborough County 
Merrimack County 
Rockingham County 
Strafford County 
Sullivan County 
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Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Amherst town 
Bedford town 
Berlin city 
Claremont city 
Concord city 
Derry CDP 
Derry town 
Dover city 
Durham town* 
Exeter town 
Goffstown town 
Hampstead town 
Hampton town 
Hooksett town 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www.nifl.gov). 



New Hampshire 



Municipalities (cent.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Hudson town 
Keene city 
Laconia city 
Lebanon city 
Londonderry CDP 
Londonderry town 
Manchester city 
Merrimack town 
Milford town 
Nashua city 
Newmarket town 
Pelham town 
Plaistow town 
Portsmouth city 
Rochester city 
Salem town 
Seabrook town 
Somersworth city 
Windham town 
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Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: New Hampshire 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
V /vw.nifl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



Ei 30% or greater (1) 

□ 20% to 30% (1) 

□ 15% to 20% (1) 

□ 10% to 15% (4) 

□ 10% or less (6) 



ID no estimate available (14) 



The State of Literacy in America: New Hampshire 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
Hatahace qo the NIFL home page 
ww.nifl.gov). 
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New Jersey 

21% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 
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COUntiGS (with adult population of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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Atlantic County 
Bergen County 
Burlington County 
Camden County 
Cape May County 
Cumberland County 
Essex County 
Gloucester County 
Hudson County 
Hunterdon County 
Mercer County 
Middlesex County 
Monmouth County 
Morris County 
Ocean County 
Passaic County 
Salem County 
Somerset County 
Sussex County 
Union County 
Warren County 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95®^ confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 



New Jersey 

Municipalities (with adult population of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 

Aberdeen township 
Asbury Park city* 

Atlantic City city 
Avenel CDP 
Barnegat township 
Bayonne city 
Belleville township 
Bellmawr borough 
Bergenfield borough 
Berkeley Heights township 
Berkeley township* 

Bernards township 
Bloomfield township 
Branchburg township 
Brick township 
Bridgeton city 
Bridgewater township 
Brigantine city 
Brown Mills CDP 
Burlington township 
Camden city 
Carteret borough 
Cedar Grove township 
Cherry Hill township 
Cinnaminson township 
City of Orange township* 

Clark township 
Cliffside Park borough 
Clifton city 
Clinton township 
Collingswood borough 
Colonia CDP 
Cranford township 
Delran township 
Denville township 
Deptford township 
Dover town 
Dover township 
Dumont borough 
East Brunswick township 
East Orange city* 

East Windsor township 
Eatontown borough 
Edison township 
Egg Harbor township 
Elizabeth city 
Elmwood Park borough 
Englewood city 
Evesham township 
Ewing township 
Fair Lawn borough 
Fairview borough 
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This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Bfer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
iterval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www.n ifl.gov). 



New Jersey 



Municpalities (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Florence township 
Fords CDP 
Fort Dix CDP* 
Fort Lee borough 
Franklin township 
Freehold borough 
Freehold township 
Galloway township 
Garfield city 
Glassboro borough 
Glen Rock borough 
Gloucester City city 
Gloucester township 
Hackensack city 
Haddon township 
Haddonfield borough 
Hamilton township 
Hammonton town 
Hanover township 
Harrison town 
Hasbrouck Heights borough 
Hawthorne borough 
Hazlet township 
Highland Park borough 
Hillsborough township 
Hillside township 
Hoboken city 
Holiday City-Berkeley CDP* 
Holmdel township 
Hopatcong borough 
Hopewell township 
Howell township 
Irvington township* 
Iselin CDP 
Jackson township 
Jefferson township 
Jersey City city 
Keansburg borough 
Kearny town 
Lacey township 
Lakewood township 
Lawrence township 
Leisure Village West-Pine Lake Park CDP 
Lincoln Park borough 
Linden city 
Lindenwold borough 
Lindenwold borough 
Little Egg Harbor township 
Little Falls township 
Livingston township 
Lodi borough 
Long Branch city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 



New Jersey 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Lower township 
Lyndhurst township 
Madison borough 
Mahwah township 
Manalapan township 
Manchester township* 
Mantua township 
Manville borough 
Maple Shade township 
Maplewood township 
Marlboro township 
Marlton CDP 
Medford township 
Mercervi II e-Hamilton Square CDP 
Metuchen borough 
Middle township 
Middlesex borough 
Middletown township 
Millburn township 
Millville city 
Monroe township 
Montclair township 
Montville township 
Moorestown township 
Moorestown-Lenola CDP 
Morris township 
Morristown town 
Mount Holly township 
Mount Laurel township 
Mount Olive township 
Neptune township 
New Brunswick city 
New Milford borough 
New Providence borough 
Newark city* 
North Arlington borough 
North Bergen township 
North Brunswick township 
North Plainfield borough 
Nutley township 
Oakland borough 
Ocean City city 
Ocean township 
Old Bridge township 
Orange CDP* 
Palisades Park borough 
Paramus borough 
Parsippany-Troy Hills township 
Passaic city 
Paterson city 
Pemberton township 





^ " This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

C D I fo fbe Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 

L en/al/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www.n ifl.gov). 




New Jersey 



Municpalities (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Pennsauken township 
Pennsville township 
Pequannock township 
Perth Amboy city 
Phillipsburg town 
Piscataway township 
Plainfield city* 
Plainsboro township 
Pleasantville city 
Point Pleasant borough 
Pompton Lakes borough 
Princeton borough 
Princeton township* 
Rahway city 
Ramsey borough 
Randolph township 
Raritan township 
Readington township 
Red Bank borough 
Ridgefield Park village 
Ridgewood village 
Ringwood borough 
River Edge borough 
Rockaway township 
Roselle borough 
Roselle Park borough 
Roxbury township 
Rutherford borough 
Saddle Brook township 
Sayreville borough 
Scotch Plains township 
Secaucus town 
Somers Point city 
Somerset CDP 
Somerville borough 
South Brunswick township 
South Orange CDP 
South Orange Village township 
South Plainfield borough 
South River borough 
Southampton township 
Sparta township 
Springfield township 
Stafford township 
Succasunna-Kenvil CDP 
Summit city 
Teaneck township 
Tenafly borough 
Tenafly borough 
Tinton Falls borough 
Totowa borough 
Trenton city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
inteival/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http 7 ywww.nifl.gov). 



New Jersey 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Union City city* 
Union township 
Upper township 
Ventnor City city 
Vernon township 
Verona CDP 
Verona township 
Vineland city 
Voorhees township 
Wall township 
Wallington borough 
Warren township 
Washington township 
Waterford township 
Wayne township 
Weehawken township 
West Caldwell township 
West Deptford township 
West Freehold CDP 
West Milford township 
West New York town* 
West Orange township 
West Paterson borough 
West Windsor township 
Westfield town 
Westwood borough 
Williamstown CDP 
Willingboro township* 
Winslow township 
Woodbridge CDP 
Woodbridge township 
Woodbury city 
Wyckoff township 




* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: New Jersey 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence inten/al/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
ftatahase on the NIFL home page 
^ yww.nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: New Jersey 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
rifltahflse on the NIFL home page 
V yww.nifl.gov). 
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is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 
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Bernalillo County 
Chaves County 
Cibola County 
Colfax County 
Curry County 
Dona Ana County 
Eddy County 
Grant County 
Lea County 
Lincoln County 
Los Alamos County 
Luna County 
McKinley County* 
Otero County 
Quay County 
Rio Arriba County* 
Roosevelt County 
San Juan County 
San Miguel County* 
Sandoval County 
Santa Fe County 
Sierra County 
Socorro County 
Taos County 
Torrance County 
Valencia County 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or * 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 . the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 



New Mexico 



Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 



Alamogordo city 
Albuquerque city 
Artesia city 
Carlsbad city 
Clovis city 
Deming city 
Farmington city 
Gallup city 
Hobbs city 
Las Cruces city 
Las Vegas city* 
Los Alamos CDP 
North Valley CDP 
Portales city 
Rio Rancho city 
Roswell city 
Santa Fe city 
Silver City town 
South Valley CDP 
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* This particular synthGtic GstimatG has a 95% confidGncG interval larQcr than + or - 5 points, and should be used with correspondinQ caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov}. 
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The State of Literacy in America: New Mexico 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 
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Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database On the NIFL home page 
V yww.nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: New Mexico 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
rintnhnse on the NIFL home page 
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New York 

25% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 
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District 1 
District 2 
District 3 
District 4 
District 5 
District 6* 
District 7 
District 8 
District 9 
District 10* 
District 11* 
District 12* 
District 13 
District 14 
District 15 
District 16 
District 17 
District 18 
District 19 
District 20 
District 21 
District 22 
District 23 
District 24 
District 25 
District 26 
District 27 
District 28 
District 29 
District 30 
District 31 

V 




0 % 10 % 20 % 30 % 40 % 50 % 60 % 70 % 



* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or ♦ 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http'y/www. nifl.gov). 
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New York 



Counties (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Albany 
Allegany 
Broome 
Cattaraugus 
Cayuga 
Chautauqua 
Chemung 
Chenango 
Clinton 
Columbia 
Cortland 
Delaware 
Dutchess 
Erie 
Essex 
Franklin 
Fulton 
Genesee 
Greene 
Herkimer 
Jefferson 
Kings 
Lewis 
Livingston 
Madison 
Monroe 
Montgomery 
Nassau 
New York 
Niagara 
Oneida 
Onondaga 
Ontario 
Orange 
Orleans 
Oswego 
Otsego 
Putnam 
Rensselaer 
Rockland 
Saratoga 
Schenectady 
Schoharie 
Schuyler 
Seneca 
Lawrence 
Steuben 
Suffolk 
Sullivan 
Tioga 
Tompkins 
Ulster 
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^ This particular synthetic estimate has a 95®/o confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

P] Q I ^ lefer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
P r\IV^ nten/al/standard error associate with each estimate and other levels of litera^ i^vaHable in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www. nifl.gov). 
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New York 



Counties (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Warren County 
Washington County 
Wayne County 
Westchester County 
Wyoming County 
Yates County 
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Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Albany city 
Alden town 
Amherst town 
Amsterdam city 
Arcadia town 
Arlington CDP 
Auburn city 
Aurora town 
Babylon town 
Babylon village 
Baldwin CDP 
Batavia city 
Bath town 
Bay Shore CDP 
Beacon city 
Bedford town 
Beekman town 
Bellmore CDP 
Bethlehem town 
Bethpage CDP 
Binghamton city 
Blooming Grove town 
Brentwood CDP 
Brighton town 
Bronx borough 
Brookhaven town 
Brooklyn borough 
Brunswick town 
Buffalo city 
Camillus town 
Canandaigua city 
Canton town 
Carmel town 
Catskill town 
Centereach CDP 
Central Islip CDP 
Cheektowaga town 
Chenango town 
Chili town 
Cicero town 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is a vailabteln^ searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 






New York 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Clarence town 
Clarkstown town 
Clay town 
Clifton Park town 
Cohoes city 
Colonie town 
Commack CDP 
Copiague CDP 
Coram CDP 
Corning city 
Cornwall town 
Cortland city 
Cortlandt town 
De Witt town 
Deer Park CDP 
Depew village 
Dix Hills CDP 
Dryden town 
Dunkirk city 
East Fishkill town 
East Greenbush town 
East Hampton town 
East Islip CDP 
East Massapequa CDP 
East Meadow CDP 
East Northport CDP 
East Patchogue CDP 
East Rockaway village 
Eastchester CDP 
Eastchester town 
Elma town 
Elmira city 
Elmont CDP 
Elwood CDP 
Endicott village 
Endwell CDP 
Evans town 
Fairmount CDP 
Fallsburg town 
Farmington town 
Farmingville CDP 
Fishkill town 
Floral Park village 
Fort Drum CDP* 
Franklin Square CDP 
Fredonia village 
Freeport village 
Fulton city 
Garden City village 
Gates town 
Gates-North Gates CDP 
Geddes town 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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^ ~his particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or ♦ 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

' fer to the Frequently /^ked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
erval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifi.gov). 



New York 



Municipalities (cont.) 

Geneva city 
German Flatts town 
Glen Cove city 
Glens Falls city 
Glenville town 
Gloversville city 
Goshen town 
Grand Island town 
Greece CDP 
Greece town 
Greenburgh town 
Greenlawn CDP 
Guilderland town 
Halfmoon town 
Hamburg town 
Hamburg village 
Harrison town 
Hauppauge CDP 
Haverstraw town 
Hempstead town 
Hempstead village* 
Henrietta town 
Herkimer town 
Hicksville CDP 
Highlands town 
Holbrook CDP 
Holtsville CDP 
Horseheads town 
Huntington CDP 
Huntington Station CDP 
Huntington town 
Hyde Park town 
Irondequoit town 
Islip CDP 
Islip town 
Ithaca city* 
Ithaca town 
Jamestown city 
Jefferson Valley-Yorktown CDP 
Jericho CDP 
Johnson City village 
Kenmore village 
Kent town 
Kings Park CDP 
Kingsbury town 
Kingston city 
Kirkland town 
La Grange town 
Lackawanna city 
Lake Ronkonkoma CDP 
Lancaster town 
Lancaster village 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www.nifl.gov). 



New York 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Latham CDP 
Le Ray town 
Levittown CDP 
Lewisboro town 
Lewiston town 
Lindenhurst village 
Lockport city 
Lockport town 
Long Beach city 
Loudonville CDP 
Lynbrook village 
Lysander town 
Malone town 
Malta town 
Mamaroneck town 
Mamaroneck village 
Manhattan borough 
Manlius town 
Massapequa CDP 
Massapequa Park village 
Massena town 
Massena village 
Mastic Beach CDP 
Mastic CDP 
Medford CDP 
Melville CDP 
Merrick CDP 
Middletown city 
Milton town 
Mineola village 
Monroe town 
Monsey CDP 
Montgomery town 
Moreau town 
Mount Pleasant town 
Mount Vernon city 
Nanuet CDP 
Nesconset CDP 
New Cassel CDP* 
New Castle town 
New City CDP 
New Hartford town 
New Paltz town 
New Rochelle city 
New Windsor town 
New York city 
Newburgh city 
Newburgh town 
Niagara Falls city 
Niskayuna town 
North Amityville CDP* 
North Babylon CDP 
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* "^his particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

C Q I ^0 the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
C I\l^^ Jrval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 
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New York 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



North Bay Shore CDP 
North Bellmore CDP 
North Castle town 
North Greenbush town 
North Hempstead town 
North Lindenhurst CDP 
North Massapequa CDP 
North Merrick CDP 
North New Hyde Park CDP 
North Tonawanda city 
North Valley Stream CDP 
North Wantagh CDP 
Oceanside CDP 
Ogden town 
Ogdensburg city 
Olean city 
Oneida city 
Oneonta city 
Onondaga town 
Orangetown town 
Orchard Park town 
Ossining town 
Ossining village 
Oswego city 
Owego town 
Oyster Bay town 
Parma town 
Patchogue village 
Pearl River CDP 
Peekskill city 
Pelham town 
Penfield town 
Perinton town 
Pittsford town 
Plainview CDP 
Plattsburgh city 
Plattsburgh town 
Pomfret town 
Port Chester village 
Port Washington CDP 
Potsdam town 
Potsdam village* 
Poughkeepsie city 
Poughkeepsie town 
Queens borough 
Queensbury town 
Ramapo town 
Ridge CDP 
Riverhead town 
Rochester city 
Rockville Centre village 
Roessleville CDP 
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This particular synthetic estirnate has a 95% confidence Interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional inforrnation about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http:/AflWw.nifl.gov). 
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New York 



Municipalities (cent.) 



Rome city 
Ronkonkoma CDP 
Roosevelt CDP* 
Rotterdam CDP 
Rotterdam town 
Rye city 
Rye town 
Salina town 
Salisbury CDP 
Saratoga Springs city 
Saugerties town 
Sayville CDP 
Scarsdale town* 
Schenectady city 
Schodack town 
Seaford CDP 
Selden CDP 
Setauket-East Setauket CDP 
Shawangunk town 
Shirley CDP 
Smithtown CDP 
Smithtown town 
Somers town 
South Farmingdale CDP 
Southampton town 
Southeast town 
Southold town 
Southport town 
Spring Valley village 
St. James CDP 
Staten island borough 
Stony Brook CDP 
Stony Point CDP 
Stony Point town 
Suffern village 
Sullivan town 
Sweden town 
Syosset CDP 
Syracuse city 
Tarrytown village 
Terryville CDP 
Thompson town 
Tonawanda CDP 
Tonawanda city 
Tonawanda town 
Troy city 
Ulster town 
Union town 
Uniondale CDP 
Utica city 
Valley Stream village 
Van Buren town 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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□ 12 % 
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10 % 

□ 12% 



I 26<>) 



□ 16 ®/i 



10 % 
□ 11 % 
□ 11 % 
□ 11 % 



9% 



□ 17% 

□ 17% 
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* "^his particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

■ er to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , th^ Tetfhpic^ Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
“rva!/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpV/www.nifl.gov). 



New York 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population 



at Level 1 Literacy 



Vestal town 
Wallkill town 
Wantagh CDP 
Wappinger town 
Warwick town 
Watertown city 
Watervliet city 
Wawarsing town 
Webster town 
West Babylon CDP 
West Hempstead CDP 
West Islip CDP 
West Seneca town 
Westbury village 
Wheatfield town 
White Plains city 
Whitestown town 
Wilton town 
Woodmere CDP 
Yonkers city 
Yorktown town 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy Is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page {http://www.nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: New York 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O www.nifl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



B 30% or greater (1) 

20% to 30% (1) 

□ 15% to 20% (1) 

0 10% to 15% (4) 

10% or less (6) 



Q no estimate available (14) 
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The State of Literacy in America: New York 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database On the NIFL home page 
O /ww. nifi.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 


with Level 1 Literacy 


skills 


1 30% or greater 


(1) 


□ 20% to 30% 


(1) 


■ 15% to 20% 


(1) 


□ 10% to 15% 


(4) 


□ 10% or less 


(6) 


□ no estimate available 


(14) 






North Carolina 




22% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts (with adult population of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



District 1* 
District 2 
District 3 
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District 10 
District 11 
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Counties (with adult population of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Alamance County 
Alexander County 
Alleghany County 
Anson County 
Ashe County 
Avery County 
Beaufort County 
Bertie County* 
Bladen County 
Brunswick County 
Buncombe County 
Burke County 
Cabarrus County 
Caldwell County 
Carteret County 
Caswell County 
Catawba County 
Chatham County 
Cherokee County 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www. nifl.gov). 



North Carolina 



Counties (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Chowan County 
Clay County 
Cleveland County 
Columbus County 
Craven County 
Cumberland County 
Currituck County 
Dare County 
Davidson County 
Davie County 
Duplin County 
Durham County 
Edgecombe County* 
Forsyth County 
Franklin County 
Gaston County 
Gates County 
Graham County 
Granville County 
Greene County 
Guilford County 
Halifax County 
Harnett County 
Haywood County 
Henderson County 
Hertford County* 
Hoke County 
Iredell County 
Jackson County 
Johnston County 
Jones County 
Lee County 
Lenoir County 
Lincoln County 
Macon County 
Madison County 
Martin County 
McDowell County 
Mecklenburg County 
Mitchell County 
Montgomery County 
Moore County 
Nash County 
New Hanover County 
Northampton County* 
Onslow County 
Orange County 
Pamlico County 
Pasquotank County 
Pender County 
Perquimans County 
Person County 
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’his particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 




■fer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
erval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of litera<0s ^liable in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www. nifl.gov). 




North Carolina 



Counties (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Pitt County 
Polk County 
Randolph County 
Richmond County 
Robeson County 
Rockingham County 
Rowan County 
Rutherford County 
Sampson County 
Scotland County 
Stanly County 
Stokes County 
Surry County 
Swain County 
Transylvania County 
Union County 
Vance County 
Wake County 
Warren County* 
Washington County 
Watauga County 
Wayne County 
Wilkes County 
Wilson County 
Yadkin County 
Yancey County 



J23% 
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Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 

1 1 



Albemarle city 
Asheboro city 
Asheville city 
Boone town* 
Burlington city 
Camp Lejeune Central CDP* 
Carrboro town 
Cary town 
Chapel Hill town 
Charlotte city 
Concord city 
Durham city 
Eden city 
Elizabeth City city* 
Fayetteville city 
Fort Bragg CDP* 
Garner town 
Gastonia city 
Goldsboro city 
Graham city 
Greensboro city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions {FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available jn^a^s^earchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 
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North Carolina 



Municipalities (cent.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Greenville city 
Havelock city 
Henderson city 
Hickory city 
High Point city 
Jacksonville city 
Kannapolis city 
Kernersville town 
Kinston city* 
Laurinburg city 
Lenoir city 
Lexington city 
Lumberton city 
Matthews town 
Mint Hill town 
Monroe city 
Morganton city 
New Bern city 
Raleigh city 
Reidsville city 
Roanoke Rapids city 
Rocky Mount city 
Salisbury city 
Sanford city 
Shelby city 
Statesville city 
Tarboro town 
Thomasville city 
Wilmington city 
Wilson city 
Winston-Salem city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence inten/al larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
inten/al/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 








The State of Literacy in America: North Carolina 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O rww.nlfl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 


with Level 1 Literacy skills 


□ 

□ 


30% or greater (1) 

20% to 30% (1) 


□ 

□ 


15% to 20% (1) 

10% to 15% (4) 

10% or less (6) 

no estimate available (14) 



The State of Literacy in America: North Carolina 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O www.nifl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



H 30% or greater (1) 

□ 20% to 30% (1) 

■ 15% to 20% (1) 

010% to 15% (4) 

n 10% or less (6) 



n no estimate available (14) 






North Dakota 

15% adult of population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



One Representative at Large 



□ 15 % 
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Counties (with adult population of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Barnes County 
Bottineau County 
Burleigh County 
Cass County 
Grand Forks County 
McLean County 
Mercer County 
Morton County 
Mountrail County 
Pembina County 
Ramsey County 
Richland County 
Rolette County* 
Stark County 
Stutsman County 
Traill County 
Walsh County 
Ward County 
Williams County 
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MunicipdIitiGS (with adult population of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Bismarck city 
Dickinson city 
Fargo city 
Grand Forks city 
Jamestown city 
Mandan city 
Minot city 
West Fargo city 
Williston city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95®^ confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: North Dakota 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
Hatahase On the NIFL home page 
„ Y /www.nifl.gov). 



Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



□ 30% or greater (1) 

□ 20% to 30% (1) 

H 15% to 20% (1) 

□ 10% to 15% (4) 

□ 10% or less (6) 



O no estimate available (14) 
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The State of Literacy in America: North Dakota 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O /ww.nifl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 


with Level 1 Literacy 


skills 


1 30% or greater 


(1) 


□ 20% to 30% 


(1) 


■ 15% to 20% 


(1) 


M 10% to 15% 


(4) 


□ 10% or less 


(6) 


O no estimate available 


(14) 
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Ohio 

18% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



District 1 
District 2 
District 3 
District 4 
District 5 
District 6 
District 7 
District 8 
District 9 
District 10 
District 11* 
District 12 
District 13 
District 14 
District 15 
District 16 
District 17 
District 18 
District 19 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 



Ohio 



Counties (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Clinton County 
Columbiana County 
Coshocton County 
Crawford County 
Cuyahoga County 
Darke County 
Defiance County 
Delaware County 
Erie County 
Fairfield County 
Fayette County 
Franklin County 
Fulton County 
Gallia County 
Geauga County 
Greene County 
Guernsey County 
Hamilton County 
Hancock County 
Hardin County 
Harrison County 
Henry County 
Highland County 
Hocking County 
Holmes County* 
Huron County 
Jackson County 
Jefferson County 
Knox County 
Lake County 
Lawrence County 
Licking County 
Logan County 
Lorain County 
Lucas County 
Madison County 
Mahoning County 
Marion County 
Medina County 
Meigs County 
Mercer County 
Miami County 
Monroe County 
Montgomery County 
Morgan County 
Morrow County 
Muskingum County 
Noble County 
Ottawa County 
Paulding County 
Perry County 
Pickaway County 
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^ This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

C D I ^ fer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
L. r\l terval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www. nifl.gov). 



Ohio 




Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Akron 
Alliance city 
Amherst city 
Ashland city 
Ashtabula city 
Athens city* 
Austintown CDP 
Avon Lake city 
Barberton city 
Bay Village city 
Beach wood city 
Beavercreek city 
Bedford city* 
Bedford Heights city 
Bellefontaine city 
Berea city 
Bexley city 
Blacklick Estates CDP 
Blue Ash city 
Boardman CDP 
Bowling Green city* 
Brecksville city 
Bridgetown North CDP 



□ 13 % 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpTywww.nifl.gov). 



Ohio 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Broadview Heights city 
Brook Park city 
Brooklyn city 
Brunswick city 
Bucyrus city 
Cambridge city 
Campbell city 
Canton city 
Centerville city 
Chillicothe city 
Cincinnati city 
Circleville city 
Cleveland city 
Cleveland Heights city 
Columbus city 
Conneaut city 
Coshocton city 
Cuyahoga Falls city 
Dayton city 
Defiance city 
Delaware city 
Dover city 
Dublin city 
East Cleveland city* 
East Liverpool city 
Eastlake city 
Elyria city 
Englewood city 
Euclid city 
Fairborn city 
Fairfield city 
Fairview Park city 
Findlay city 
Finneytown CDP 
Forest Park city 
Fostoria city 
Franklin city 
Fremont city 
Gahanna city 
Galion city 
Garfield Heights city 
Girard city 
Greenville city 
Grove City city 
Hamilton city 
Hilliard city 
Huber Heights city 
Ironton city 
Kent city 
Kettering city 
Lakewood city 
Lancaster city 
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^ This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

[efer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
iterval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 



Ohio 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Lebanon city 
Lima city 
Lorain city 
Lyndhurst city 
Mansfield city 
Maple Heights city 
Marietta city 
Marion city 
Mason city 
Massillon city 
Maumee city 
Mayfield Heights city 
Medina city 
Mentor city 
Miamisburg city 
Middleburg Heights city 
Middletown city 
Mount Vernon city 
New Philadelphia city 
Newark city 
Niles city 
North Canton city 
North College Hill city 
North Olmsted city 
North Ridgeville city 
North Royalton city 
Northbrook CDP 
Northview CDP 
Norton city 
Norwalk city 
Norwood city 
Oregon city 
Overlook-Page Manor CDP 
Oxford city* 
Painesville city 
Parma city 
Parma Heights city 
Perrysburg city 
Piqua city 
Portage Lakes CDP 
Portsmouth city 
Ravenna city 
Reading city 
Reynoldsburg city 
Rocky River city 
Salem city 
Sandusky city 
Seven Hills city 
Shaker Heights city 
Sharonville city 
Shiloh CDP 
Sidney city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
intervaUstarKiard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpyA/vww. nifl.gov). 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs). and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: Ohio 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
^e on the NIFL home page 
.ww.nifl.gov). 





Percentage of adult population 


with Level 1 Literacy 


skills 


H 30% or greater 


(1) 


□ 20% to 30% 


(1) 


■ 15% to 20% 


(1) 


□ 10% to 15% 


(4) 


□ 10% or less 


(6) 


□ no estimate available 


(14) 



The State of Literacy in America: Ohio 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
se on the NIFL home page 
ww.nifl.gov). 




Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



B 30% or greater (1) 

□ 20% to 30% (1) 

B 15% to 20% (1) 

□ 10% to 15% (4) 

□ 10% or less (6) 



n no estimate available (14) 
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Oklahoma 

18% of population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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CountiGS (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 

Adair County 
Alfalfa County 
Atoka County 
Beckham County 
Blaine County 
Bryan County 
Caddo County 
Canadian County 
Carter County 
Cherokee County 
Choctaw County 
Cleveland County 
Comanche County 
Cotton County 
Craig County 
Creek County 
Custer County 
Delaware County 
Garfield County 
Garvin County 
Grady County 
Greer County 
Haskell County 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 




Oklahoma 



Counties (cont.) 



Hughes 
Jackson 
Jefferson 
Johnston 
Kay 
Kingfisher 
Kiowa 
Latimer 
Le Flore 
Lincoln 
Logan 
Love 
Major 
Marshall 
Mayes 
McClain 
McCurtain 
McIntosh 
Murray 
Muskogee 
Noble 
Nowata 
Okfuskee 
Oklahoma 
Okmulgee 
Osage 
Ottawa 
Pawnee 
Payne 
Pittsburg 
Pontotoc 
Pottawatomie 
Pushmataha 
Rogers 
Seminole 
Sequoyah 
Stephens 
Texas 
Tillman 
Tulsa 
Wagoner 
Washington 
Washita 
Woods 
Woodward 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 
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Oklahoma 



MunicipdIitiGS (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 



Ada city 
Altus city 
Ardmore city 
Bartlesville city 
Bethany city 
Broken Arrow city 
Chickasha city 
Claremore city 
Del City city 
Duncan city 
Durant city 
Edmond city 
El Reno city 
Elk City city 
Enid city 
Fort Sill CDP* 
Guthrie city 
Lawton city 
McAlester city 
Miami city 
Midwest City city 
Moore city 
Muskogee city 
Mustang city 
Norman city 
Oklahoma City city 
Okmulgee city 
Owasso city 
Ponca City city 
Sand Springs city 
Sapulpa city 
Shawnee city 
Stillwater city 
Tahlequah city 
The Village city 
Tulsa city 
Weatherford city 
Woodward city 
Yukon city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page ( http :/Avww. nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: Oklahoma 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O vww.nifl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 


with Level 1 Literacy 


skills 


1 30% or greater 


(1) 


□ 20% to 30% 


(1) 


■ 15% to 20% 


(1) 


M 10% to 15% 


(4) 


□ 10% or less 


(6) 


□ no estimate available 


(14) 



The State of Literacy in America: Oklahoma 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
Hatahase On the NIFL home page 
www.nifl.gov). 
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0 30% or greater (1) 
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Oregon 

15% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 
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COUntiGS (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Baker 
Benton 
Clackamas 
Clatsop 
Columbia 
Coos 
Crook 
Curry 
Deschutes 
Douglas 
Grant 
Harney 
Hood River 
Jackson 
Jefferson 
Josephine 
Klamath 
Lake 
Lane 
Lincoln 
Linn 
Malheur 
Marion 
Morrow 
Multnomah 
Polk 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a ^rjl:^ biodata base on the NIFL home page (http;//www.nifl.gov). 



Oregon 




Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 



Albany city 
Aloha CDP 
Altamont CDP 
Ashland city 
Astoria city 
Beaverton city 
Bend city 
City of the Dalles city 
Coos Bay city 
Corvallis city 
Eugene city 
Forest Grove city 
Four Corners CDP 
Gladstone city 
Grants Pass city 
Gresham city 
Hayesville CDP 
Hazelwood CDP 
Hermiston city 
Hillsboro city 
Keizer city 
Klamath Falls city 
La Grande city 
Lake Oswego city 
Lebanon city 
McMinnville city 
Medford city 
Milwaukie city 
Newberg city 
Oak Grove CDP 
Oatfield CDP 
Oregon City city 
Pendleton city 
Portland city 
Powelihurst-Centennial CDP 
Roseburg city 
Salem city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95®/o confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

® _ .fer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1,. the. Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
:erval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www. nifl.gov). 
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Municipalities (cont.) 



Oregon 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 




* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. ^ 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www.nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: Oregon 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
Hatahase on the NIFL home page 
yww.nifl.gov). 
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■ 15% to 20% 
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J 10% to 15% 
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H 10% or less 


(6) 




U no estimate available 


(14) 



The State of Literacy in America: Oregon 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available In a searchable 
H^oh^^se on the NIFL home page 
www.nifl.gov). 
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Pennsylvania 

19% of adult population 
is at Levei 1 Literacy 




Congressional Districts 



District 1 
District 2* 
District 3 
District 4 
District 5 
District 6 
District 7 
District 8 
District 9 
District 10 
District 11 
District 12 
District 13 
District 14 
District 1 5 
District 16 
District 17 
District 18 
District 19 
District 20 
District 21 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs). and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 



Pennsylvania 



Counties (cont.) 



Butler County 
Cambria County 
Carbon County 
Centre County 
Chester County 
Clarion County 
Clearfield County 
Clinton County 
Columbia County 
Crawford County 
Cumberland County 
Dauphin County 
Delaware County 
Elk County 
Erie County 
Fayette County 
Franklin County 
Fulton County 
Greene County 
Huntingdon County 
Indiana County 
Jefferson County 
Juniata County 
Lackawanna County 
Lancaster County 
Lawrence County 
Lebanon County 
Lehigh County 
Luzerne County 
Lycoming County 
Me Kean County 
Mercer County 
Mifflin County 
Monroe County 
Montgomery County 
Montour County 
Northampton County 
Northumberland County 
Perry County 
Pike County 
Potter County 
Schuylkill County 
Snyder County 
Somerset County 
Susquehanna County 
Tioga County 
Union County 
Venango County 
Warren County 
Washington County 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95®% confidence interval larger than + or * 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Q er to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
2 rval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www,nifl.gov). 
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Pennsylvania 




O 

ERIC 



MunicipdIitiGS (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 



Abington township 
Aliquippa city 
Allentown city 
Altoona city 
Antrim township 
Ardmore CDP 
Aston township 
Baldwin borough 
Beaver Falls city 
Bensalem township 
Berwick borough 
Bethel Park borough 
Bethlehem city 
Bethlehem township 
Bloomsburg town 
Brentwood borough 
Bristol borough 
Bristol township 
Broomall CDP 
Butler city 
Butler township 
Cain township 
Carbondale city 
Carlisle borough 
Carnot-Moon CDP 
Center township 
Chambersburg borough 
Cheltenham township 
Chester city* 
Coatesville city 
Colonial Park CDP 
Columbia borough 
Cranberry township 
Cumru township 
Darby borough 
Darby township 
Derry township 
Dover township 
Doylestown township 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 




* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http:/Avww. nifl.gov). 



Pennsylvania 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Drexel Hill CDP 
Dunmore borough 
East Goshen township 
East Hempfield township 
East Lampeter township 
East Norriton township 
East Pennsboro township 
Easton city 
Elizabeth township 
Emmaus borough 
Ephrata borough 
Erie city 
Exeter township 
Fairview township 
Falls township 
Franklin Park borough 
Fullerton CDP 
Greene township 
Greensburg city 
Guilford township 
Hampden township 
Hampton township 
Hanover borough 
Hanover township 
Harborcreek township 
Harrisburg city 
Harrison township 
Hatfield township 
Haverford township 
Hazleton city 
Hempfield township 
Hermitage city 
Hershey CDP 
Hilltown township 
Hopewell township 
Horsham township 
Indiana borough* 
Jeannette city 
Johnstown city 
King of Prussia CDP 
Kingston borough 
Lancaster city 
Lancaster township 
Lansdale borough 
Lansdowne borough 
Lebanon city 
Levittown CDP 
Logan township 
Lower Allen township 
Lower Burrell city 
Lower Macungie township 
Lower Makefield township 
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This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Jer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
erval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page {http^/www. nifl.gov). 



Pennsylvania 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Lower Merion township 
Lower Moreland township 
Lower Paxton township 
Lower Providence township 
Lower Salford township 
Lower Southampton township 
Loyalsock township 
Manheim township 
Manor township 
Marple township 
McCandless township 
McKeesport city 
Meadville city 
Middletown township 
Millcreek township 
Montgomery township 
Moon township 
Mount Lebanon township 
Mount Pleasant township 
Muhlenberg township 
Munhall borough 
Municipality of Monroeville borough 
Municipality of Murrysville borough 
Nanticoke city 
Nether Providence township 
New Castle city 
New Kensington city 
Newberry township 
Newtown township 
Norristown borough 
North Huntingdon township 
North Union township 
North Versailles township 
North Whitehall township 
Northampton township 
Oil City city 
Palmer township 
Penn Hills township 
Penn township 
Peters township 
Philadelphia city 
Phoenixville borough 
Pittsburgh city 
Plains township 
Plum borough 
Plymouth township 
Pottstown borough 
Pottsville city 
Radnor township 
Reading city 
Richland township 
Ridley township 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or * 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 



Pennsylvania 



Municipalities (cont.) 

Robinson township 
Ross township 
Rostraver township 
Salisbury township 
Scott township 
Scott Township CDP 
Scranton city 
Shaler township 
Sharon city 
South Fayette township 
South Middleton township 
South Park township 
South Park Township CDP 
South Union township 
South Whitehall township 
Spring Garden township 
Spring township 
Springettsbury township 
Springfield township 
State College borough* 
Stroud township 
Sunbury city 
Susquehanna township 
Swatara township 
Swissvale borough 
Towamencin township 
Tredyffrin township 
Uniontown city 
Unity township 
Upper Allen township 
Upper Chichester township 
Upper Darby township 
Upper Dublin township 
Upper Gwynedd township 
Upper Merion township 
Upper Moreland township 
Upper Southampton township 
Upper St. Clair township 
Uwchlan township 
Warminster township 
Warren city 
Warrington township 
Warwick township 
Washington city 
Washington township 
West Bradford township 
West Chester borough 
West Deer township 
West Goshen township 
West Hempfield township 
West Manchester township 
West Mifflin borough 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 
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efer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
terval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpv7www.nifl.gov). 



Pennsylvania 



Municipalities (cont.) 



West Norriton township 
West Whiteland township 
White township 
Whitehall borough 
Whitehall township 
Whitemarsh township 
Whitpain township 
Wilkes-Barre city 
Wilkinsburg borough 
Williamsport city 
Willow Grove CDP 
Woodlyn CDP 
Yeadon borough* 
York city 
York township 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 




COPY AVAILABLE 



The State of Literacy in America: Pennsylvania 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence inten/al/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
o , yvw.nifl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 


with Level 1 Literacy 


skills 


B3 30% or greater 
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□ 20% to 30% 
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■ 15% to 20% 


(1) 


□ 10% to 15% 


(4) 


□ 10% or less 


(6) 


Q no estimate available 


(14) 



The State of Literacy in America: Pennsylvania 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
Ho^tohoc'e on the NIFL home page 
.ww.nifl.gov). 
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Rhode Island 

19% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpv/www.nifl.gov). 
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Rhode Island 




* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http*y/www.nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: Rhode Island 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 





Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 
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Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
H^^K^se on the NIFL home page 
^ /www.nifl.gov). 



Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 
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II 10% or less (6) 



\\ V n no estimate available (14) 
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The State of Literacy in America: Rhode Island 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
Hatahase on the NIFL home page 
^ /www.nifl.gov). 
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South Carolina 

25% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 



District 1 
District 2 
District 3 
District 4 
District 5 
District 6* 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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COUntiGS (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 



Abbeville County 
Aiken County 
Allendale County* 
Anderson County 
Bamberg County* 
Barnwell County 
Beaufort County 
Berkeley County 
Calhoun County 
Charleston County 
Cherokee County 
Chester County 
Chesterfield County 
Clarendon County* 
Colleton County 
Darlington County 
Dillon County 
Dorchester County 
Edgefield County 
Fairfield County* 
Florence County 
Georgetown County 
Greenville County 
Greenwood County 
Hampton County* 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95®/o confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs). and to Appendix 1 . the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpyAvww.nifl.gov). 
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South Carolina 



Counties (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Horry County 
Jasper County"^ 
Kershaw County 
Lancaster County 
Laurens County 
Lee County"^ 
Lexington County 
Marion County"*" 
Marlboro County 
McCormick County"*" 
Newberry County 
Oconee County 
Orangeburg County"*" 
Pickens County 
Richland County 
Saluda County 
Spartanburg County 
Sumter County 
Union County 
Williamsburg County"*" 
York County 
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Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Aiken city 
Anderson city 
Berea CDP 
Cayce city 
Charleston city 
Clemson city 
Columbia city 
Dentsville CDP 
Easley city 
Florence city 
Gaffney city 
Gantt CDP"*" 
Goose Creek city 
Greenville city 
Greenwood city 
Greer city 
Hanahan city 
Hilton Head Island town 
Irmo town 
Ladson CDP 
Mauldin city 
Mount Pleasant town 
Myrtle Beach city 
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■>‘his particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

- — ir to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, th^ec^c^4leport, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
rval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels oniteracy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www.nifl.gov). 



o 



South Carolina 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Percentaae of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Newberry town 
North Augusta city 
North Charleston city 
Orangeburg city* 
Parker CDP* 
Rock Hill city 
Seven Oaks CDP 
Simpsonville town 
Socastee CDP 
Spartanburg city 
St. Andrews CDP 
Summerville town 
Sumter city 
Taylors CDP 
Wade Hampton CDP 
West Columbia city 

V I 




* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 





The State of Literacy in America: South Carolina 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence inten/al/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
HotQhaQe on the NIFL home page 
V ^ww.nifl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



I 30% or greater (1) 

□ 20% to 30% (1) 

■ 15% to 20% (1) 

010% to 15% (4) 

D 10% or less (6) 



tD no estimate available (14) 



The State of Literacy in America: South Carolina 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
D ww.nifl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



H 30% or greater (1 ) 

□ 20% to 30% (1) 

■ 15% to 20% (1) 

B 10% to 15% (4) 

D 10% or less (6) 



Q no estimate available (14) 
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South Dakota 

14% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



One Representative at Large 
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Counties (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 

Beadle County 
Bon Homme County 
Brookings County 
Brown County 
Butte County 
Charles Mix County 
Clay County 
Codington County 
Davison County 
Day County 
Fall River County 
Grant County 
Hughes County 
Hutchinson County 
Lake County 
Lawrence County 
Lincoln County 
Meade County 
Minnehaha County 
Pennington County 
Roberts County 
Shannon County* 

Spink County 
Turner County 
Union County 
Yankton County 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www.nifl.gov). 



South Dakota 



Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Aberdeen city 
Brookings city 
Huron city 
Mitchell city 
Pierre city 
Rapid City city 
Sioux Falls city 
Vermillion city 
Watertown city 
Yankton city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95®^ confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpjywww.nifl.gov). 




The State of Literacy in America: South Dakota 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available In a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O ww.nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: South Dakota 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
H^tah^se on the NIFL home page 
..www.nlfl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



I 30% or greater (1 ) 

□ 20% to 30% (1) 

■ 15% to 20% (1) 

010% to 15% (4) 

□ 10% or less (6) 



D no estimate available (14) 






Tennessee 



21% of adult population 
is at Levei 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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COUntiGS (with adult populations of at least (5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Anderson County 
Bedford County 
Benton County 
Bledsoe County 
Blount County 
Bradley County 
Campbell County* 
Cannon County 
Carroll County 
Carter County 
Cheatham County 
Chester County 
Claiborne County 
Clay County 
Cocke County 
Coffee County 
Crockett County 
Cumberland County 
Davidson County 
Decatur County 
DeKalb County 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95®% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home psge {httpVA/vww.nifl.gov). 
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Tennessee 



Counties (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 






Dickson County 
Dyer County 
Fayette County 
Fentress County 
Franklin County 
Gibson County 
Giles County 
Grainger County 
Greene County 
Grundy County 
Hamblen County 
Hamilton County 
Hancock County* 
Hardeman County 
Hardin County 
Hawkins County 
Haywood County 
Henderson County 
Henry County 
Hickman County 
Houston County 
Humphreys County 
Jackson County 
Jefferson County 
Johnson County 
Knox County 
Lake County 
Lauderdale County 
Lawrence County 
Lewis County 
Lincoln County 
Loudon County 
Macon County 
Madison County 
Marion County 
Marshall County 
Maury County 
McMinn County 
McNairy County 
Meigs County 
Monroe County 
Montgomery County 
Morgan County 
Obion County 
Overton County 
Perry County 
Polk County 
Putnam County 
Rhea County 
Roane County 
Robertson County 
Rutherford County 
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particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

r Q I ^"!r to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
L r\l rval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is availa^e jn a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 
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Tennessee 



Counties (cont.) 



Scott 

Sequatchie 

Sevier 

Shelby 

Smith 

Stewart 

Sullivan 

Sumner 

Tipton 

Unicoi 

Union 

Warren 

Washington 

Wayne 
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White 
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Municipalities (with adult populations of at least (5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Athens city 
Bartlett town 
Bloomingdale CDP 
Brentwood city 
Bristol city 
Brownsville city 
Chattanooga city 
Clarksville city 
Cleveland city 
Collierville town 
Columbia city 
Cookeville city 
Dyersburg city 
East Brainerd CDP 
East Ridge city 
Elizabethton city 
Farragut town 
Franklin city 
Gallatin city 
Germantown city 
Goodlettsville city 
Greeneville town 
Hendersonville city 
Jackson city 
Johnson City city 
Kingsport city 
Knoxville city 
Lawrenceburg city 
Lebanon city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www.nifl.gov). 
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Tennessee 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Maryville city 
McMinnville city 
Memphis city* 
Middle Valley CDP 
Millington city 
Morristown city 
Murfreesboro city 
Nashville city 
Oak Ridge city 
Red Bank city 
Shelbyville city 
Smyrna town 
Springfield city 
Tullahoma city 
Union City city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 








The State of Literacy in America: Tennessee 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 



Percentage of adult population 


with Level 1 Literacy 


skills 


Q 30% or greater 


(1) 


□ 20% to 30% 


(1) 


■ 15% to 20% 


(1) 


M 10% to 15% 


(4) 


□ 10% or less 


(6) 


D no estimate available 


(14) 



The State of Literacy in America: Tennessee 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
databajse on the NIFL home page 
V yw.nifl.gov). 
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23% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpV/www. nifl.gov). 





Texas 



CoUntiGS (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 



V 



Anderson County 
Andrews County 
Angelina County 
Aransas County 
Archer County 
Atascosa County 
Austin County 
Bailey County 
Bandera County 
Bastrop County 
Bee County 
Bell County 
Bexar County 
Bosque County 
Bowie County 
Brazoria County 
Brazos County 
Brewster County 
Brooks County* 
Brown County 
Burleson County 
Burnet County 
Caldwell County 
Calhoun County 
Callahan County 
Cameron County* 
Camp County 
Cass County 
Castro County 
Chambers County 
Cherokee County 
Clay County 
Coleman County 
Collin County 
Colorado County 
Comal County 
Comanche County 
Cooke County 
Coryell County 
Crosby County 
Dallas County 
Dawson County 
Deaf Smith County 
Denton County 
Dewitt County 
Dimmit County* 
Duval County* 
Eastland County 
Ector County 
El Paso County 
Ellis County 
Erath County 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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^ * This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

efer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
iterval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 
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Texas 



Counties (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Falls County 
Fannin County 
Fayette County 
Floyd County 
Fort Bend County 
Franklin County 
Freestone County 
Frio County* 
Gaines County 
Galveston County 
Gillespie County 
Gonzales County 
Gray County 
Grayson County 
Gregg County 
Grimes County 
Guadalupe County 
Hale County 
Hamilton County 
Hardin County 
Harris County 
Harrison County 
Haskell County 
Hays County 
Henderson County 
Hidalgo County* 
Hill County 
Hockley County 
Hood County 
Hopkins County 
Houston County 
Howard County 
Hunt County 
Hutchinson County 
Jack County 
Jackson County 
Jasper County 
Jefferson County 
Jim Wells County* 
Johnson County 
Jones County 
Karnes County 
Kaufman County 
Kendall County 
Kerr County 
Kleberg County 
Lamar County 
Lamb County 
Lampasas County 
Lavaca County 
Lee County 
Leon County 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http^/wvwv.nifl.gov). 
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Texas 



Counties (cont.) 



Liberty County 
Limestone County 
Live Oak County 
Llano County 
Lubbock County 
Madison County 
Marion County 
Matagorda County 
Maverick County* 
McCulloch County 
McLennan County 
Medina County 
Midland County 
Milam County 
Mitchell County 
Montague County 
Montgomery County 
Moore County 
Morris County 
Nacogdoches County 
Navarro County 
Newton County 
Nolan County 
Nueces County 
Ochiltree County 
Orange County 
Palo Pinto County 
Panola County 
Parker County 
Parmer County 
Pecos County 
Polk County 
Potter County 
Rains County 
Randall County 
Red River County 
Reeves County 
Refugio County 
Robertson County 
Rockwall County 
Runnels County 
Rusk County 
Sabine County 
San Augustine County 
San Jacinto County 
San Patricio County 
Scurry County 
Shelby County 
Smith County 
Starr County* 
Stephens County 
Swisher County 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95%, confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 
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rfer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
erval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a se|j;^ha|^le^atabase on the NIFL home page (httpvywww.nifl.gov). 









Texas 



Counties (cont.) 



Tarrant County 
Taylor County 
Terry County 
Titus County 
Tom Green County 
Travis County 
Trinity County 
Tyler County 
Upshur County 
Uvalde County 
Val Verde County 
Van Zandt County 
Victoria County 
Walker County 
Waller County 
Ward County 
Washington County 
Webb County* 
Wharton County 
Wichita County 
Wilbarger County 
Willacy County* 
Williamson County 
Wilson County 
Winkler County 
Wise County 
Wood County 
Yoakum County 
Young County 
Zapata County* 
Zavala County* 
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Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Abilene city 
Aldine CDP 
Alice city* 
Allen city 
Alvin city 
Amarillo city 
Andrews city 
Angleton city 
Arlington city 
Athens city 
Austin city 
Balch Springs city 
Bay City city 
Baytown city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 



Texas 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Beaumont city 
Bedford city 
Beeville city 
Bellaire city 
Belton city 
Benbrook city 
Big Spring city 
Borger city 
Brenham city 
Brownsville city* 
Brownwood city 
Bryan city 
Burkburnett city 
Burleson city 
Canyon city 
Carrollton city 
Cedar Hill city 
Channelview CDP 
Cleburne city 
Cloverleaf CDP 
College Station city* 
Colleyville city 
Conroe city 
Coppell city 
Copperas Cove city 
Corpus Christi city 
Corsicana city 
Dallas city 
Deer Park city 
Del Rio city 
Denison city 
Denton city 
DeSoto city 
Donna city* 
Dumas city 
Duncanville city 
Eagle Pass city* 
Edinburg city 
El Campo city 
El Paso city 
Ennis city 
Euless city 
Farmers Branch city 
First Colony CDP 
Flower Mound town 
Forest Hill city* 
Fort Bliss CDP* 
Fort Hood CDP* 
Fort Worth city 
Freeport city 
Friendswood city 
Gainesville city 
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1 1 






)% 




1 ( 







10 % 









30% 



31% 



10% 



□ 25' 



□ 27% 



I 



□ 22 % 

□ 26% 



I 



J 



□ 14f/o 

11% 

11 % 



] 

□ 12 % 
3 12 % 



] 11 % 
7% 



] 21 % 



19% 

20 % 

20 % 



8% 



□ 17% 



□ 23% 



□ 24% 

1 

I 



28% 

29% 



□ 13% 

□ 13% 



20 % 



] 41% 



] 11 % 



] 21 % 



50% 



— 1 


1 1 J 




} - 


1 


1 34% 




27% 


1 




10% 


% 






17 




10% 

»/o 






1 7 




1 33% 




J, 

29% 


1 23% 


1 1 


1 24% 


i 1 


1 26'! 


1 1 


1 




1% 




! t 




1 ^3% 


1 1 



0% 



10% 



20% 



30 % 



40 % 



50 % 



60 % 



70 % 



^ ^his particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

C O f ^ fer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
LI rVlV^ erval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www.nifl.gov). 
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Texas 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Galena Park city 
Galveston city 
Garland city 
Gatesville city* 
Georgetown city 
Grand Prairie city 
Grapevine city 
Greenville city 
Groves city 
Haltom City city 
Harker Heights city 
Harlingen city 
Henderson city 
Hereford city 
Houston city 
Humble city 
Huntsville city* 
Hurst city 
Irving city 
Jacksonville city 
Jollyville CDP 
Keller city 
Kerrville city 
Kilgore city 
Killeen city 
Kingsville city 
Kingwood CDP 
La Marque city 
La Porte city 
Lake Jackson city 
Lamesa city 
Lancaster city 
Laredo city* 
League City city 
Levelland city 
Lewisville city 
Live Oak city 
Longview city 
Lubbock city 
Lufkin city 
Mansfield city 
Marshall city 
McAllen city 
McKinney city 
Mercedes city* 
Mesquite city 
Midland city 
Mineral Wells city 
Mission Bend CDP 
Mission city* 
Missouri City city 
Mount Pleasant city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpv/www.nifl.gov). 
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Texas 



Municipalities (cont.) 

Nacogdoches city 
Nederland city 
New Braunfels city 
North Richland Hills city 
Odessa city 
Orange city 
Palestine city 
Pampa city 
Paris city 
Pasadena city 
Pearland city 
Pecos city 
Pharr city* 
Plainview city 
Plano city 
Port Arthur city 
Port Lavaca city 
Port Neches city 
Portland city 
Richardson city 
Robstown city* 
Rockwall city 
Rosenberg city 
Round Rock city 
Rowlett city 
San Angelo city 
San Antonio city 
San Benito city* 
San Juan city* 
San Marcos city* 
Schertz city 
Seguin city 
Sherman city 
Snyder city 
Socorro town* 
South Houston city 
Spring COP 
Stephenville city 
Sugar Land city 
Sulphur Springs city 
Sweetwater city 
Taylor city 
Temple city 
Terrell city 
Texarkana city 
Texas City city 
The Colony city 
The Woodlands CDP 
Tyler city 
Universal City city 
University Park city 
Uvalde city* 
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Q * This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larg^r'^trtan + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

~ fer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
terval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 



Texas 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Vernon city 
Victoria city 
Vidor city 
Waco city 
Watauga city 
Waxahachie city 
Weatherford city 
Weslaco city* 
West Odessa CDP 
West University Place city 
White Settlement city 
Wichita Falls city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov}. 
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The State of Literacy in America: Texas 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
Hatahqse On the NIFL home page 
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The State of Literacy in America: Texas 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O ww.nifl.gov). 
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Utah 

11% of adult population 
Is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 
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COUntiGS (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Box Elder County 
Cache County 
Carbon County 
Davis County 
Duchesne County 
Emery County 
Iron County 
Millard County 
Salt Lake County 
San Juan County* 
Sanpete County 
Sevier County 
Summit County 
Tooele County 
Uintah County 
Utah County 
Wasatch County 
Washington County 
Weber County 
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MunicipdIitiGS (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



American Fork city 
Bountiful city 
Brigham City city 
Canyon Rim CDP 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://Vvww.nifl.gov). 
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Utah 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Cedar City city 
Centerville city 
Clearfield city 
Cottonwood Heights CDP 
Cottonwood West CDP 
East Millcreek CDP 
Holladay-Cottonwood CDP 
Kaysville city 
Kearns CDP 
Layton city 
Logan city 
Magna CDP 
Midvale city 
Millcreek CDP 
Murray city 
North Ogden city 
Ogden city 
Orem city 
Pleasant Grove city 
Provo city* 
Riverton city 
Roy city 
Salt Lake City city 
Sandy city 
South Jordan city 
South Ogden city 
South Salt Lake city 
Spanish Fork city 
Springville city 
St. George city 
Taylorsville-Bennion CDP 
Tooele city 
Union CDP 
West Jordan city 
West Valley City city 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 





The State of Literacy in America: Utah 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
o /ww. nifl.gov). 




Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



H 30% or greater (1 ) 

□ 20% to 30% (1) 

■ 15% to 20% (1) 

0 10% to 15% (4) 

□ 10% or less (6) 



CD no estimate available (14) 
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The State of Literacy in America: Utah 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O ww.nifl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



B 30% or greater (1) 

□ 20% to 30% (1) 

H 15% to 20% (1) 

□ 10% to 15% (4) 

□ 10% or I ess (6) 



□ no estimate available (14) 
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Vermont 

12% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



One Representative at Large 
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Counties (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 
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County 
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MunicipdIitieS (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Bennington town 
Brattleboro town 
Burlington city 
Colchester town 
Essex town 
Milton town 
Rutland city 
South Burlington city 
Winooski city 



0% 



□ 



□ 13% 



□ 12 % 



f % 
£% 



9% 



□ 14 % 



□ 16«>) 



10% 



20 % 



30 % 



40 % 



50 % 



60 % 



70 % 



o 

ERIC 



* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is avail^ibte searchable database on the NIFL home page {http^Avww.nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America; Vermont 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy Is available in a searchable 
HotoKose on the NIFL home page 
www.nifl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 


with Level 1 Literacy 


skills 


1 30% or greater 


(1) 


□ 20% to 30% 


(1) 


■ 15% to 20% 


(1) 


B 10% to 15% 


(4) 


□ 10% or less 


(6) 


D no estimate available 


(14) 



The State of Literacy in America: Vermont 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional Information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available In a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O /www.nifl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



B 30% or greater (1) 

□ 20% to 30% (1) 

>15% to 20% (1) 

■ 10% to 15% (4) 

D 1 0% or less (6) 



n no estimate available (14) 







Virginia 

19% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



District 1 
District 2 
District 3* 
District 4 
District 5 
District 6 
District 7 
District 8 
District 9 
District 10 
District 1 1 





Counties (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 



Accomack County 
Albemarle County 
Alleghany County 
Amelia County 
Amherst County 
Appomattox County 
Arlington County 
Augusta County 
Bedford County 
Bland County 
Botetourt County 
Brunswick County* 
Buchanan County* 
Buckingham County 
Campbell County 
Caroline County 
Carroll County 
Charlotte County 
Chesterfield County 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95®/o confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 



Virginia 



Counties (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Clarke County 
Culpeper County 
Cumberland County 
Dickenson County* 
Dinwiddie County 
Essex County 
Fairfax County 
Fauquier County 
Floyd County 
Fluvanna County 
Franklin County 
Frederick County 
Giles County 
Gloucester County 
Goochland County 
Grayson County 
Greene County 
Greensville County* 
Halifax County 
Hanover County 
Henrico County 
Henry County 
Isle of Wight County 
James City County 
King George County 
King William County 
Lancaster County 
Lee County* 
Loudoun County 
Louisa County 
Lunenburg County 
Madison County 
Mathews County 
Mecklenburg County 
Middlesex County 
Montgomery County 
Nelson County 
New Kent County 
Northampton County 
Northumberland County 
Nottoway County 
Orange County 
Page County 
Patrick County 
Petersburg city* 
Pittsylvania County 
Powhatan County 
Prince Edward County 
Prince George County 
Prince William County 
Pulaski County 
Rappahannock County 
Richmond County 
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lis particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

er to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1. the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
‘rval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpvywww nifi gov) 
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Virginia 



Counties (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Roanoke County 
Rockbridge County 
Rockingham County 
Russell County 
Scott County 
Shenandoah County 
Smyth County 
Southampton County 
Spotsylvania County 
Stafford County 
Sussex County* 
Tazewell County 
Warren County 
Washington County 
Westmoreland County 
Wise County 
Wythe County 
York County 



f— 


1 13®/o 




1 


J 


n 


1 13»/o 




1 





% 



X 



□ 25% 



D 24% 



□ 16 /o 

H 21 % 



IE 



35% 



— I i4y< 
] 11 % 



I 



□ l6’/o 

— ^ 18% 



□ 24% 



25V< 



19% 



j 13% 



] :8% 



0 % 



10% 



20 % 



30% 



40% 



50% 



60% 



70% 



Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Alexandria city 
Annandale CDP 
Bailey's Crossroads CDP 
Blacksburg town* 
Bon Air CDP 
Bristol city 
Buena Vista city 
Burke CDP 
Cave Spring CDP 
Centreville CDP 
Chantilly CDP 
Charlottesville city 
Chesapeake city 
Chester CDP 
Christiansburg town 
Colonial Heights city 
Covington city 
Dale City CDP 
Danville city 
East Highland Park CDP* 
Fairfax city 
Falls Church city 
Fort Hunt CDP 
Franconia CDP 
Franklin city 
Fredericksburg city 
Front Royal town 
Galax city 
Groveton CDP 
Hampton city 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95®^ confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels c' '■* ‘ mici /ht+n.M.A.A*, niri 



»vels of liter^pcy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpv/www.nifl.gov). 
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Virginia 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Harrisonburg city 
Herndon town 
Highland Springs CDP 
Hollins CDP 
Hopewell city 
Hybla Valley CDP 
Idylwood CDP 
Jefferson CDP 
Lake Ridge CDP 
Lakeside CDP 
Laurel CDP 
Leesburg town 
Lexington city* 
Lincolnia CDP 
Lorton CDP 
Lynchburg city 
Madison Heights CDP 
Manassas city 
Martinsville city 
McLean CDP 
Mechanicsville CDP 
Montclair CDP 
Mount Vernon CDP 
Newington CDP 
Newport News city 
Norfolk city 
Oakton CDP 
Petersburg city* 
Poquoson city 
Portsmouth city 
Radford city 
Radford city* 
Reston CDP 
Richmond city* 
Roanoke city 
Rose Hill CDP 
Salem city 
South Boston city 
Springfield CDP 
Staunton city 
Sterling CDP 
Suffolk city 
Timberlake CDP 
Tuckahoe CDP 
Tysons Corner CDP 
Vienna town 
Virginia Beach city 
Waynesboro city 
West Springfield CDP 
Williamsburg city* 
Winchester city 
Wolf Trap CDP 
Woodbridge CDP 
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O lis particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than 
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- or ♦ 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 



;r to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the T(^hnical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
n/al/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a s^cfj^ble database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www.nifi.gov). 



The State of Literacy in America: Virginia 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence inten/al/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
on the NIFL home page 



Percentage of adult population 


with Level 1 Literacy 


skills 


13 30% or greater 


(1) 


□ 20% to 30% 


(1) 


■ 15% to 20% 


(1) 


□ 10% to 15% 


(4) 


n 10% or less 


(6) 


□ no estimate available 


(14) 





The State of Literacy in America: Virginia 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
V ww, nifl.gov). 
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Percentage of adult population 


with Level 1 Literacy 


skills 


S 30% or greater 


(1) 


□ 20% to 30% 


(1) 


■ 15% to 20% 


(1) 


□ 10% to 15% 


(4) 


D 10% or less 


(6) 


n no estimate available 


(14) 





Washington 

15% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 




Counti6S (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 



Adams County 
Asotin County 
Benton County 
Chelan County 
Clallam County 
Clark County 
Cowlitz County 
Douglas County 
Franklin County 
Grant County 
Grays Harbor County 
Island County 
Jefferson County 
King County 
Kitsap County 
Kittitas County 
Klickitat County 
Lewis County 
Lincoln County 
Mason County 
Okanogan County 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence inten/al larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs). and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
inten/al/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpi/Avww.nifl.gov). 



Washington 




Municipalities (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 

Aberdeen city 
Alderwood Manor-Bothell North CDP 
Anacortes city 
Auburn city 
Bellevue city 
Bellingham city 
Bothell city 
Bremerton city 
Bryn Mawr-Skyway CDP 
Burien CDP 
Cascade-Fairwood CDP 
Centralia city 
Covington-Sawyer-Wilderness CDP 
Des Moines city 
East Hill-Meridian CDP 
East Renton Highlands CDP 
East Wenatchee Bench CDP 
Edmonds city 
Elk Plain CDP 
Ellensburg city 
Esperance CDP 
Everett city 
Evergreen CDP 
Federal Way CDP 
Fort Lewis CDP* 

Inglewood-Finn Hill CDP 
Kelso city 
Kennewick city 
Kent city 
Kingsgate CDP 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or * 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 
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,,.er to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
jrval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 



Washington 



Municipalities (cont.) 



Kirkland city 
Lacey city 

Lake Serene-North Lynnwood CDP 
Lakeland North CDP 
Lakewood CDP 
Longview city 
Lynnwood city 
Martha Lake CDP 
Marysville city 
Mercer Island city 
Moses Lake city 
Mount Vernon city 
Mountlake Terrace city 
Newport Hills CDP 
North City-Ridgecrest CDP 
North Creek-Canyon Park CDP 
North Marysville CDP 
Oak Harbor city 
Olympia city 
Opportunity CDP 
Orchards South CDP 
Paine Field-Lake Stickney CDP 
Parkland CDP 
Pasco city 
Pine Lake CDP 
Port Angeles city 
Pullman city* 
Puyallup city 
Redmond city 
Renton city 
Richland city 
Richmond Highlands CDP 
Riverton-Boulevard Park CDP 
Sahalee CDP 
Salmon Creek CDP 
Sea-Tac CDP 
Seattle city 
Silver Lake-Fircrest CDP 
South Hill CDP 
Spanaway CDP 
Spokane city 
Sunnyside city 
Tacoma city 
Tukwila city 
University Place CDP 
Vancouver city 
Walla Walla city 
Wenatchee city 
West Lake Stevens CDP 
White Center-Shorewood CDP 
Woodinville CDP 
Yakima city 




* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs). and to Appendix 1. the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpyAvww.nifl.gov). 



The State of Literacy in America: Washington 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 
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Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
Hatahase on the NIFL home page 
^ //www.nifl.gov). 



Percentage of adult population 


with Level 1 Literacy 


skills 


13 30% or greater 


(1) 


□ 20% to 30% 


(1) 


■ 15% to 20% 


(1) 


M 10% to 15% 


(4) 


D 1 0% or less 


(6) 


Q no estimate available 


(14) 



The State of Literacy in America: Washington 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 
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Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O -.//www.nlfl.gov). 



Percentage of adult population 
with Level 1 Literacy skills 



D 30% or greater (1) 

□ 20% to 30% (1) 

B 15% to 20% (1) 

El 10% to 15% (4) 

□ 10% or less (6) 



D no estimate available (14) 





West Virginia 

20% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 
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COUnti6S (with adult populations of at least 5,000) 

Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Barbour County 
Berkeley County 
Boone County 
Braxton County 
Brooke County 
Cabell County 
Calhoun County 
Clay County* 
Doddridge County 
Fayette County 
Gilmer County 
Grant County 
Greenbrier County 
Hampshire County 
Hancock County 
Hardy County 
Harrison County 
Jackson County 
Jefferson County 
Kanawha County 
Lewis County 
Lincoln County* 
Logan County 
Marion County 
Marshall County 
Mason County 
McDowell County* 
Mercer County 
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^ This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 . the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpy/www. nifl.gov). 
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West Virginia 



Counties (cont.) 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



Mineral County 
Mingo County* 
Monongalia County 
Monroe County 
Morgan County 
Nicholas County 
Ohio County 
Pendleton County 
Pleasants County 
Pocahontas County 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
Q srval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http//www nifi gov) 
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The State of Literacy in America: West Virginia 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source; U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
Q /yww. nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: West Virginia 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
riataha«e on the NIFL home page 
V ^ vw.nifLgov). 



ERIC 



Percentage of adult population 


with Level 1 Literacy 


skills 


B 30% or greater 


(1) 


□ 20% to 30% 


(1) 


B 15% to 20% 


(1) 


H 10% to 15% 


(4) 


n 10% or less 


(6) 


Q no estimate available 


(14) 




Wisconsin 

14% of adult population 
is at Level 1 Literacy 



Congressional Districts 



Percentage of Adult Population at Level 1 Literacy 



District 1 
District 2 
District 3 
District 4 
District 5 
District 6 
District 7 
District 8 
District 9 






0% 



ZZ) 14% 

10 % 

□ 12 % 

ZZI 14% 



ZD 13% 
1 14 % 

ZD 13% 
10 % 



10 % 



□ 26“/ > 



20 % 



30 % 



40 % 



50 % 



60 % 



70 % 





* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence inten/al larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page {http:/Avww. nifl.gov). 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs). and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpT/www. nifl.gov). 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95®^ confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Techmcsl Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels^f |^,r^ is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (httpV/www. nifl.gov). 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http://www.nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: Wisconsin 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
riatahase on the NIFL home page 
V ^ ww.nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America; Wisconsin 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 



Refer to the Frequerttly Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional Information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
Hfltflh;?se on the NIFL home page 
V yww.nifl.gov). 
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* This particular synthetic estimate has a 95% confidence interval larger than + or - 5 points, and should be used with corresponding caution. 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1, the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. Information about the confidence 
interval/standard error associated with each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable database on the NIFL home page (http:/Artrww.nifl.gov). 




The State of Literacy in America: Wyoming 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by Congressional District 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence interval/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
O vww.nifl.gov). 
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The State of Literacy in America: Wyoming 

Level 1 Adult Literacy Rates, by County 




Source: U.S. Department of Education 
Division of Adult Education and Literacy 

Refer to the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), and to Appendix 1 , 
the Technical Report, for additional Information about these estimates. 
Information about the confidence inten/al/standard error associated with 
each estimate and other levels of literacy is available in a searchable 
database on the NIFL home page 
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INTRODUCTION 



Adult literacy is increasingly seen as indispensable to the social and economic health of the 
United States. The Goals 2000: Educate America legislation (P.L. 103-227) recognizes 
the importance of adult literacy as one of eight national education goals. Goal 6 states 
that "every adult will be literate and have the skills to compete in the global economy and 
participate in American democracy." The National Education Goals Panel, authorized by 
this legislation to monitor progress toward the goals, has adopted a specific set of adult 
literacy proficiency measures as the yardstick by which to judge progress toward meeting 
the adult literacy and lifelong learning goal (National Education Goals Panel, 1993a). 
These measures, developed by the Educational Testing Service (ETS), have been used in a 
number of state, national and international surveys of adult literacy over the past decade. 

In 1992, the measures were used to assess the literacy capabilities of the nation's adults 
age 16 and over. This National Adult Literacy Survey (NALS), carried out by ETS under 
contract to the National Center for Education Statistics, profiled the literacy abilities of the 
nation's adults on three scales: Prose, Document and Quantitative literacy (Kirsch, 
Jungeblut, Jenkins & Kolstad, 1993). 

NALS surveyed a random sample of nearly 25,000 adults age 16 and over across the 
country.^ Individuals were interviewed in their homes, providing rich background 
information about demographic characteristics, languages spoken, educational and 
occupational experiences, and their perceptions of and uses of literacy. The NALS also 
directly assessed respondents' abilities to perform everyday literacy tasks such as 
interpreting graphs and charts, extracting needed information from prose materials, 
completing forms, and so forth. Performance of these s im ulated tasks, which generally 
required constructed as opposed to multiple choice responses, was used to estimate 
individuals’ Prose, Document and Quantitative proficiencies, each reported on a 0 to 500 
scale. Five performance levels were designated on each scale: Level 1 (225 and under). 
Level 2 (226-275), Level 3 (276-325), Level 4 (326-375) and Level 5 (above 375). 

(Kirsch et al, 1993). 

The National Education Goals Panel adopted these three proficiency scales - Prose, 
Document and Quantitative - as the indicators of progress toward meeting Goal 6. Both 
the mean proficiency of the adult population and the percentage performing at the two 
lowest levels are seen as useful indicators. Individual states have been utilizing these 
measures to monitor and report their own progress toward meeting Goal 6 (National 
Education Goals Panel, 1993b). 

To obtain useful information about the literacy abilities and needs of their adult 
populations, a number of states contracted with ETS to conduct concurrent state adult 
literacy surveys (SALS) as part of the NALS.'* A few other states have conducted related 
efforts.^ To assist states that did not have SALS or SALS-like surveys, the Office of 
Vocational and Adult Education contracted for the development of techniques for 



estimating adult literacy proficiencies from 1990 U.S. Census data (Reder, 1994b). Those 
methods provided reasonably accurate estimates of state-level literacy proficiencies. 

Although these synthetic state-level estimates were usefiil for characterizing overall state 
needs and progress in relation to adult literacy goals, state and local programs have found 
themselves in need of more locally focused data as decision-making, priority-setting and 
allocation of limited programmatic resources are increasingly taking place at the state and 
local levels. The present work is thus the outgrowth of the increasing demand for 
information about adult literacy proficiencies and needs in more geographically focused 
areas. Techniques are developed and implemented in this paper which produce relatively 
accurate estimates of adult literacy proficiency at the level of individual counties, 
congressional districts, and cities, towns and places having at 1 east 10,000 inhabitants. 



METHOD 



Approach 

The approach used here is similar to that used in the earlier synthetic estimation work of 
Reder (1994b). The previous work involved using regression models to predict individual 
NALS literacy proficiencies from individual background variables that are closely aligned 
with the 1990 U.S. Census long-form questions. These regression models were then 
applied to the 5% sample of Public Use Microdata Samples (PUMS) from the 1990 U.S. 
Census. The individual records in PUMS are sampled at random from within Public Use 
Microdata Areas (PUMAs), and so the literacy predictions that can be generated by 
applying the regression models to the PUMS records can be aggregated at the PUMA 
area. Unfortunately, the PUMA areas for which such synthetic literacy estimates can be 
generated are often not well aligned with the service areas or geographical units of interest 
to adult literacy programs. 

The present approach utilizes a related but variant technique to produce synthetic 
estimates for a wider variety of Census areas. Rather than developing regression models 
that predict individual literacy proficiencies from individual PUMS records, the present 
approach develops statistical models which predict the literacy proficiencies of 
populations of individuals from their aggregate characteristics (i.e., from their collective 
profile in terms of demographics, educational experiences, occupations, etc.). Such 
models are then applied to published summary tabulations of long-form Census data for a 
variety of Census areas, generating estimates of literacy proficiencies for those areas. 

To develop such models, individual records in the NALS data set are first aggregated into 
counties (the only local geographic identifiers available in the NALS records) whose 
aggregate literacy characteristics can be modeled in relation to background variables that 
can be closely aligned with 1990 U.S. Census long-form variables. The regression models 
can then utilized to predict literacy proficiencies for other aggregates in the summary 
Census tabulations. 
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Details of these methods, of their validation, and of the results they produce are described 
below. 

Data Sources 

Two data sets were used to develop the synthetic estimates, one from the National Adult 
Literacy Survey (NALS), and one from the 1990 U.S. Census. A data tape for the NALS, 
provided by the Educational Testing Service, was utilized to develop regression models 
for predicting county-level NALS literacy proficiencies from aggregated responses to 
NALS background questionnaires. These regression models were then applied to 
summary tables of corresponding variables in the 1990 U.S. Census (long form) to 
generate predicted values, standard errors and confidence intervals for literacy 
proficiencies at the county, town/city and congressional district levels. The Census data 
used were extracted from the CD-ROM versions of Summary Tape File 3C for counties, 
cities and towns and Summary Tape File 3D for the congressional districts of the 103rd 
Congress. 

Variable Alignment 

The valid application of regression models predicting assessed NALS literacy proficiencies 
to predicting literacy proficiencies from Census data requires the use of a set of common 
predictor variables that are closely aligned across the two data sets. By design, the NALS 
included numerous variables common to the long-form of the 1990 Census. The 
mformation the NALS background and Census long-form questionnaires collect in 
common describe such demographic characteristics as age, gender, place of birth, and 
educational attainment. Each questionnaire further collected information about labor force 
participation, employment and occupational status, income from various sources, 
languages spoken in the home (and ratings of oral English proficiency if other languages 
are spoken), marital status, household composition, and so forth. 

Despite this rich potential overlap of information between NALS and long-form Census, 
there are several factors that limit the variables that can be closely aligned between the two 
data sets. Some information common to the two data sets cannot be used because the 
pertinent questions were not asked in a parallel fashion or recorded in terms of sufficiently 
similar response alternatives across the two data sets. Marital status, for example, cannot 
be used as a common predictor for this reason. Household poverty status, as another 
example, is not reported comparably in the two studies. Household-level as opposed to 
individual-level variables are generally difficult to align because of definitional and 
procedural differences between the Census and NALS. 

Some variables could be made parallel across the two data sets by recoding them 
according to a common scale or set of response alternatives. Age, for example, is 
recorded as a continuous variable in NALS, and can thus be categorized into subranges 
that match the age categories in the summary Census tables. Another example is provided 
by the recent immigrant variable, which was recoded so that responses on both NALS and 



long-from Census questionnaires could be aligned; a person not bom in the United States 
was defined as being a recent immigrant if he or she had immigrated to the U.S. within a 5 
year period preceding the NALS interview or 1990 Census-taking; the 5 year cut off point 
was one of a limited number of alignment points between the alternative response 
categories in the 1990 Census and NALS. Educational attainment, as a third example, 
was recoded into a set of discrete response categories that could be aligned. Some 
distinctions made in one questionnaire were not made in the other. For example, 
distinctions among advanced degrees (e.g., master's level versus doctoral level) were made 
in the Census but not in the NALS, whereas distinctions among small numbers of years of 
education are made in the NALS but not in the Census. The GED is distinguished from a 
high school diploma in the NALS but not in the 1990 Census. A set of six categories of 
educational attainment was constmcted into which all responses on both NALS and 
Census could be unambiguously and uniquely mapped. 

There are other limitations on aligning NALS and STF variables. Because the NALS 
includes only individuals age 16 and above, for example, some Census variables could not 
be closely ahgned because they are tabulated in the STF files only for a different age 
range. For example, place-of-birth data in the STF files is tabulated for all persons 
regardless of age, whereas the same information in NALS is available only for persons 16 
and above. This could potentially bias the ahgnment of this variable across geographical 
aggregates (e.g., 89.4 % of the NALS population - age 16 and above - were bom in the 
United States, compared to 90.7 % of the cradle-to-grave Census population). Another 
subtle population difference between NALS and Census is that for many variables, STF 
tabulations include miUtary, institutionalized, and “group quarters” individuals whereas 
NALS includes only household residents and not these other subpopulations. Other 
relatively small population differences are differences in whether college students living in 
dormitories are included and whether adjustments have been made for apparent 
undercount in the 1990 U.S. Census (Census of Population and Housing, 1992; Reder, 
1994b). 

Despite these and other relatively minor limitations identified in Table 1, the overall 
alignment of the two data sets proved satisfactory as evidenced by the modeling and 
validation studies presented below. Details of the common variables, their coding and 
their alignments across the two studies are presented in Table 1. Notice that these aligned 
model variables are organized as sets of proportions that sum to one; the variables that are 
grouped together in this way are boxed together by heavier horizontal lines in the table. 
For example, there are seven educational attainment variables, each measured as a 
proportion of the population that has a certain level of educational attainment (less than 
high school, some high school, ..., graduate school). The variables listed in each set are 
non-overlapping and their corresponding proportions always sum to one. 
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TABLE 1 - ALIGNED MODEL VARIABLES 
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TABLE 1 - ALIGNED MODEL VARIABLES (Continued) 
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TABLE 1 - ALIGNED MODEL VARIABLES (Continued) 
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County Aggregation 



Standard federal state and county identifiers are provided in the NALS data set along with 
population sampling weights for each person in the survey sample. The sampling design 
of NALS sampled persons in households at geographically random points within a selected 
hierarchy of geographical strata (Kirsch et al, forthcoming).® For analytical purposes, the 
24,944 NALS household survey respondents were aggregated into 417 unique counties; 
the number of survey respondents per county ranged between 3 and 902. 

NALS data were aggregated over these 417 counties, including the predictor variables 
described in Table 1 and the mean values of the dependent variables of interest for this 
study: the mean combined NALS literacy proficiency; the proportion of individuals having 
combined literacy proficiency at Level 1 (i.e., 225 and below); and the proportion with 
combined proficiency at either Level 1 or 2 (i.e., 275 and below).’ NALS case weights 
were used in calculating all aggregated values. This aggregated data file, now with 417 
cases in it, one per county, was the analytical data set for the regression modeling 
described below. 

Regression Modeling 

Multiple linear regression techniques were used to predict the mean literacy proficiency 
for the county aggregates, the proportion of county scores at Level 1, and the proportion 
of county scores at Level 1 or 2. Separate regression models were developed for each of 
these dependent variables. Preliminary analyses indicated that better fitting and more 
robust regression models were obtained when county aggregates based on relatively small 
subsamples of respondents were excluded from the analyses. This should not be 
particularly surprising, since there is much more variability in the mean values of both 
independent an dependent variables aggregated over small subsamples. Analysis of 
regression residuals indicated that a reasonable threshold was 50 cases or more per 
county. Therefore, the models were developed and fitted to counties having 50 or more 
respondents in the survey. Of the 417 counties in the aggregate file, 178 met this 
criterion, whereas 239 had fewer than 50 cases and were excluded from the modeling 
process. 

Weighted least squares (WLS) regression models yielded considerably better fits than 
ordinary least squares (OLS) models. Weighted least squares techniques are appropriate 
in cases where the dependent variable is heteroscedastic, i.e., does not have uniform 
variance at each point. Because the aggregates — which were the units of analysis for 
these models -- were themselves based on varying numbers of observations, it seemed 
reasonable that the variance of the dependent variable being predicted would vary with the 
number of cases upon which it is based. Reasonable approximations to these variances 
would be proportional to 1/N for the mean literacy (where N is the number of cases in the 
given county subsample) and to p(l-p)/N for the fraction of individuals with scores below 
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a certain value, where p is the population proportion, estimated by the observed fraction in 
the sample of size N. If these formulas are reasonable approximations (up to a 
multiplicative constant) of the variances of the dependent variables, then the appropriate 
WLS weights should be inversely proportional to the variances, i.e., a weight proportional 
to N for the mean literacy equation and to p(l-p)/N for the fraction of cases below some 
threshold literacy value, where N is the county subsample size and p is the sample 
proportion of cases below the target literacy value. 

Using these regression weights, highly predictive equations for the dependent variables 
were identified using common WLS regression techniques.* A number of transformations 
were applied to the dependent variables that were proportions, i.e., the proportion at 
Level 1 and the proportion at Level 1 or 2. Logit, probit, arcsin and square root 
transformations were applied to these dependent variables in an attempt to normalize their 
distributions and improve the fit of the regression models. But the best fitting models for 
these dependent variables turned out to be ones which directly predicted the simple 
proportions rather than some transformation of the proportions. 



The variables appearing in the final (i.e., best-fitting) WLS regression equations are 
indicated in Table 2. Significant predictors are marked with an “x” in Table 2 in the 
column(s) corresponding to the equation(s) in which they play a statistically significant 
role. For example, each variable representing a different level of educational attainment is 
a significant predictor of mean proficiency. Notice that within each set of related 
variables, one (e.g., educ less than high school) is preceded by an “*” and is followed by a 
shaded row; this indicates that the variable was not included in the regressions, since it is a 
perfect linear combination of the others in the set (variables in a set always sum to 1). 

Some variables listed in Table 1 — age, gender, family income, household size, U.S. birth 
place — do not appear in Table 2. That is because those variables are not statistically 
significant predictors of any of the three dependent variables. The fact that these variables 
do not appear predictive of the aggregate literacy data does not necessarily indicate mean 
they are not important predictors of individual literacy. For example, although age is a 
strong predictor of individual literacy (Kirsch et al, 1993; Reder, 1994b), it does not 
predict differences here among literacy scores at the county level. Apparently, existing 
differences in the age distribution of county populations are not strongly associated with 
differences among those counties in adult literacy. 



RESULTS 
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TABLE 2 - Significant Predictor Variables in the Regression Models 



PREDICTOR 


MEAN PROnCIENCY 


% AT LEVEL 1 


% AT LEVEL 1 OR 2 


*Educ less than high school 








Educ-some high school 


X 




X 


Educ-high school diploma/GED 


X 


X 


X 


Educ-some college 


X 


X 


X 


Educ-2 year college degree 


X 




X 


Educ-4 year college degree 


X 




X 


Educ-graduate school 


X 


X 


X 


♦White 








Black 


X 


X 


X 


Native American 








Asian/Pacific Islander 








Other race 








Work disability 


X 


X 


X 


♦No work disability 








♦Speaks English very well 








Speaks English well 


X 


X 


X 


Speaks English not well/not at all 


X 


X 




Recent immigrant 


X 




X 


♦Not recent immigrant 








♦Did not work previous year 








Worked 1-13 weeks previous year 


X 






Worked 14-26 weeks previous year 








Worked 27-39 weeks previous year 








Worked 40-52 weeks previous year 








♦Laborer 








Service 








Sales/administrative support 


X 






Professional/technical/managerial 








♦Not in labor force 








Unemployed 




X 




Employed 


X 


X 


X 


Northeast 






X 


Midwest 


X 






South 






X 


♦West 









The WLS regression models using these variables fit the county-level data extremely well, 
as shown in Table 3. For each equation the multiple R, adjusted R^, and degrees of 
freedom (for the regression and residuals) are shown. With R values over .9 for each of 
the equations, we see that these regression models account for 81 to 91 % of the variance 
among counties in the Uteracy measures, by all accounts an excellent fit. The bottom row 
of the table displays the maximum value assumed by Cook’s Distance over the 178 points 
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being fit; Cook’s D is an indicator of how influential a given data point is on the regression 
equation, that is, how much the fit of the equation is influenced by a particular value. The 
small maximum values shown for Cook’s D in the table (Cook’s D is not bounded above 
by 1) is further evidence of a good-fitting model (Cook, 1977). 



TABLE 3 - Summary of Fit of Regression Models 





Equation for 
MEAN PROnCIENCY 


Equation for 
PROPORTION 
AT LEVEL 1 


Equation for 
PROPORTION 
AT LEVEL 1 OR 2 


Multiple R 


.958 


.904 


.946 


Adjusted 


.911 


.808 


.886 


I>egrees of Freedom 


15 & 162 


9& 168 


13 & 164 


Maximum Cook’s D 


.099 


.263 


.078 



Table 4 displays the unstandardized regression coefficients for the three equations. The 
complete regression equation is specified in each column, including the constant term 
displayed in the bottom row. Numerical coefficients shown in the table occur where the 
“x”s appeared previously in Table 2. Each is statistically significant (from zero) at the .05 
level or better; blank cells in the table indicate that the corresponding coefficient is not 
statistically different from zero. As noted above, other variables considered in the 
modeling process that do not appear in the table were not significant predictors of any of 
the three dependent variables. Notice that negative signs on the coefficients in the mean 
literacy proficiency equation are associated with lower levels of average literacy, whereas 
negative coefficients in the other two equations are associated with higher levels of 
literacy (i.e., with smaller proportions of adults scoring at the lower levels of literacy). 
The corresponding coefficients for standardized independent variables (Ps) are listed in 
Appendix A. 




JL a- 
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TABLE 4 - Unstandardized Coefficients for Regression Equations 



PREDICTOR 


MEAN PROnCIENCY 


PROPORTION AT 
LEVEL 1 


PROPORTION AT 
LEVEL 1 OR 2 


*Educ less than high school 








Educ-some high school 


79.61 




-.382 


Educ-high school diploma/GED 


104.19 


-.226 


-.632 


Educ-some college 


123.99 


-.292 


-.787 


Educ-2 year college degree 


135.50 




-1.062 


Educ-4 year college degree 


140.13 




-.798 


Educ-graduate school 


181.57 


-.398 


-1.268 


♦White 








Black 


-48.63 


.330 


.335 


Native American 








Asian/Pacific Islander 








Other race 








Work disability 


-25.36 


.297 


.267 


♦No work disability 








♦Speaks English very well 








Speaks English well 


-65.46 


.414 


.596 


Speaks English not well/not at all 


-60.95 


.710 




Recent immigrant 


-52.60 




.487 


♦Not recent immigrant 








♦Did not work previous year 








Worked 1-13 weeks previous year 


71.15 






Worked 14-26 weeks previous year 








Worked 27-39 weeks previous year 








Worked 40-52 weeks previous year 








♦Laborer 








Service 








Sales/administrative support 


17.71 


-.228 




Professional/ technical/managerial 




-.142 




♦Not in labor force 








Unemployed 




-.222 




Employed 


32.45 


-.288 


-.295 


Northeast 






.028 


Midwest 


3.75 






South 






.026 


♦West 








CONSTANT 


149.13 


.431 


1.183 



Figures 1, 2 and 3 display the relationships between the predicted and observed values for 
the three dependent variables. The strong correlation between observed and predicted 
values is evident in each of these scatterplots. 
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Figure 1. Scatterplot of predicted versus observed mean literacy proficiency for county aggregates. 
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Figure 2. Scatterplot of predicted versus observed percent of adults in counties having combined literacy 
proficiency in Level 1. 
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Figure 3. Scatterplot of predicted versus observed percent of adults in counties having combined literacy 
proficiency in Level 1 or 2. 



Further information about the goodness of fit of these models is provided by analysis of 
the residuals of each equation. Figures 4, 5 and 6 exhibit scatterplots for the weighted 
residual by weighted predicted values for each county, one figure per dependent variable. 
The overall “shotgun blast” appearance of these scatterplots is additional evidence of how 
well the equations fit the county-level data. 
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Figure 4. Scatterplot of weighted residuals versus weighted predicted values for mean literacy 
proRciency of counties. 





Figure 5. Scatterplot of weighted residuals versus weighted predicted percent of adults in counties 
having combined literacy proRciency in Level 1. 
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Figure 6. Scatterplot of weighted residuals versus weighted predicted percent of adults in counties 
having combined literacy proficiency in Level 1 or 2. 



Generating Predictions for Small Census Areas 

The regression equations exhibited in Table 4 were applied to 1990 Census Summary 
Tape File 3 data (recoded as specified in Table 1) to generate literacy predictions for 
Census areas. Predictions were generated for the entire population (STF Geocode 00) age 
16 and above within a Census-defined county (STF Summary Level 050), county 
subdivision (Summary Levels 061 and 062), cities, towns and places of 10,000 or more 
inhabitants (STF Summary Levels 161 and 170), and congressional districts of the 103rd 
Congress (STF Summary Level 501). For purposes of keeping standard errors 
acceptably low among the Census variables used as predictors, estimates were generated 
only for those counties, cities, towns or places having at least 5,000 inhabitants age 16 and 
above and a reaUzed sample of at least 500 for the long-form of the 1990 Census. 

Because cities, towns and places tabulated in STF3 have a minimum of 10,000 inhabitants, 
all 3,154 such units met the screening criteria. Of the 4,625 counties and county 
subdivisions in STF3, 4,026 passed the population and sample size criteria.^ 

In each area, three measures of adult literacy were estimated for the population age 16 and 
above: the mean combined NALS Uteracy proficiency; the percentage of persons with 
Uteracy proficiencies at Level 1 ; and the percentage of persons with Uteracy proficiencies 
at Levels 1 or 2. Each estimate generated was accompanied by a standard error and a 
95% confidence interval for the individual prediction.'” The confidence interval takes into 
account not only the inherent inaccuracy of the regression model’s predictions, but also 
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the similarity, in terms of the predictor variables, of the given area to the NALS county 
aggregates on which the regression models were “trained”; the regression model tends to 
be less accurate for areas that are less similar to the NALS aggregates in terms of 
demographic and other predictive characteristics. Summary statistics for the standard 
errors and confidence intervals for each type of geographical unit are tabled in Appendix 
B. 

Because of the large number of Census units for which these literacy estimates have been 
generated, they are being disseminated as electronic databases. Database files have been 
developed that can be viewed and printed with both personal computer software and 
standard Internet browsers. This software allow users to conveniently display and/or print 
out estimates, standard errors, and confidence intervals for the three literacy measures for 
Census areas, along with the local values of the predictor variables used by the equations 
(i.e., those listed in Table 2 or 4). The software allows users to examine the estimated 
literacy measures for selected states, congressional districts, counties, county subdivisions, 
cities, towns and places as defined by the Census STF3 geography. This software is 
available at several Internet locations. 

Validation through SALS Comparisons 




Figure 7. Comparison of synthetic estimates derived from Census STF3 data and State Adult Literacy 
Survey (SALS) estimates of statewide mean literacy proficiency. 

The same procedures described above for generating literacy estimates for congressional 
districts, counties, cities, towns and places were also applied to state-level data in the 
STF3 files (Summary Level 040, Geocode 00). The statewide estimates can be compared 







18 



with corresponding statewide estimates made by the State Adult Literacy Survey (SALS) 
for those eleven states that contracted for concurrent state-valid surveys as part of the 
NALS.” Results of this comparison are displayed in Figure 7 for mean literacy 
proficiency, Figure 8 for percent at Level 1, and Figure 9 for percent at Level 1 or 2. 

As can be seen from the figures, the regression model developed at the county level 
appears to fit the state level data for the SALS states reasonably well. Most of the state- 
level discrepancies are within the 95% confidence interval estimated by the models.'^ 




Figure 8. Comparison of synthetic estimates derived from Census STF3 data and State Adult Literacy 
Survey (SALS) estimates of the statewide percentage of adults with literacy proficiency in Level 1. 
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Figure 9. Comparison of synthetic estimates derived from Census STF3 data and State Adult Literacy 
Survey (SALS) estimates of the statewide percentage of adults with literacy proficiency in Level 1 or 2. 

DISCUSSION 

There are some important limitations in these synthetic estimates that should be kept in 
mind when using them. First of all, the regression models were developed from county- 
level aggregate data within NALS. Synthetic estimates have been developed not only for 
counties within the U.S., but also for other types of geographical units, including 
congressional districts, cities, towns and places of 10,000 or more inhabitants, and states. 
The analysis of the regression model on the county-level aggregates indicated an excellent 
fit of predictions to observed data. Furthermore, the state-level validation suggests that 
the model applies reasonably well to much larger units. As promising as these validity 
studies may be, there is no direct evidence available about the validity of the model’s 
predictions for the congressional district or city/town/place Census areas. Since the NALS 
database contained no geographical identifiers of levels other than county or state (nor did 
its sampling design represent these other levels), some caution is appropriate in working 
with estimates at these levels. While it seems highly plausible that models which predict 
hteracy measures accurately at county and state levels would also perform well at these 
other levels, the lack of direct validating information should be kept in mind when working 
with such estimates. On balance, these synthetic estimates should be useful for many 
purposes in comparing the literacy profiles and needs for service across the various units 
that may be relevant to decision- and policy-makers in particular contexts. Despite their 
shortcomings, they may often be the best information available for many geographical 
areas in which costly local literacy assessment surveys have not been conducted. 
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APPENDIX A: 

STANDARDIZED REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS 



PREDICTOR 


MEAN PROnCIENCY 


% AT LEVEL 1 


% AT LEVEL 1 OR 2 


*Educ less than high school 








Educ-some high school 


.235 




-.155 


Educ-high school diploma/GED 


.402 


-.175 


-.326 


Educ-some college 


.364 


-.186 


-.313 


Educ-2 year college degree 


.149 




-.156 


Educ-4 year college degree 


.324 




-.255 


Educ-graduate school 


.472 


-.232 


-.468 


♦White 








Black 


-.298 


.319 


.276 


Native American 








Asian/Pacific Islander 








Other race 








Work disability 


-.067 


.133 


.096 


♦No work disability 








♦Speaks English very well 








Speaks English well 


-.147 


.146 


.179 


Speaks English not well/not at all 


-.189 


.318 




Recent immigrant 


-.085 




.104 


♦Not recent immigrant 








♦Did not work previous year 








Worked 1-13 weeks previous year 


.090 






Worked 14-26 weeks previous year 








Worked 27-39 weeks previous year 








Worked 40-52 weeks previous year 








♦Laborer 








Service 








Sales/administrative support 


.055 






Professional/technical/managerial 








♦Not in labor force 








Unemployed 




-.072 




Employed 


.151 


-.249 


-.186 


Northeast 






.071 


Midwest 


.075 






South 






.070 


♦West 










32 



o 

o 



22 



APPENDIX B: 

PRECISION OF SYNTHETIC ESTIMATES 





Geographical 

Unit 


State® 


County*’ 


Congressional 

District 


City or Town' 


County 

Subdivision** 


Prediction 


Number of entities 
Predicted 


51 


2655 


436 


3154 


1370 


Average 

Literacy 

Proficiency 


Median Standard 
Error of Prediction 


1.31 


1.67 


1.48 


1.71 


1.70 


Min. Standard 
Error of Prediction 


1.04 


0.98 


1.00 


0.92 


1.00 


Max. Standard 
Error of Prediction 


2.24 


4.57 


3.59 


5.71 


4.75 


Median Width of 
95 % C.I. 


7.28 


9.30 


8.24 


9.52 


9.43 


Min. Width of 
95 % C.I. 


5.76 


5.43 


5.59 


5.12 


5.58 


Max. Width of 
95 % C.I. 


12.48 


25.43 


20.01 


31.77 


26.42 


Proportion 

at 

Level 1 


Median Standard 
Error of Prediction 


.009 


.011 


.009 


.010 


.010 


Min. Standard 
Error of Prediction 


.006 


.007 


.006 


.005 


.006 


Max. Standard 
Error of Prediction 


.022 


.031 


.033 


.040 


.031 


Median Width of 
95 % C.I. 


.047 


.061 


.052 


.058 


.055 


Min. Width of 
95 % C.I. 


.036 


.036 


.036 


.030 


.035 


Max. Width of 
95 % C.I. 


.120 


.171 


.184 


.224 


.174 


Proportion 

at 

Level 1 or 2 


Median Standard 
Error of Prediction 


.011 


.014 


.013 


.015 


.015 


Min. Standard 
Error of Prediction 


.009 


.008 


.009 


.008 


.009 


Max. Standard 
Error of Prediction 


.019 


.031 


.029 


.046 


.036 


Median Width of 
95 % C.I. 


.064 


.077 


.072 


.082 


.083 


Min. Width of 
95 % C.I. 


.051 


.047 


.049 


.044 


.051 


Max. Width of 
95 % C.I. 


.106 


.171 


.160 


.259 


.202 



^ Includes District of Columbia 

^ Excludes counties with fewer than 5,000 individuals age 16 and above 

^ Excludes entities with fewer than 10,000 total individuals or 5,000 individuals age 16 and above 
** Excludes county subdivisions with fewer than 5,000 individuals age 16 and above 
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ENDNOTES 



^Thanks are due to several people who assisted this effort. Professor Robert Fountain, director of the 
Statistical Consulting Laboratory at Portland State University, provided very helpful suggestions and 
discussion regarding the design, implementation and analysis of the estimation models. Chris Wingerd 
and Charlie Mauck, students of Dr. Fountain, helped with the construction of databases and with the 
running of statistical programs. The computer software that was developed to display results of these 
analyses was programmed by David Lowry and Charlie Mauck (Windows version) and by Cavanaugh and 
Theodore Latiolais (Macintosh version). 

^This effort was funded by the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Vocational and Adult Education. 
The opinions, findings and conclusions in this paper and associated database are those of the author; no 
endorsement should be inferred by the U.S. Department of Education or any other agency. 

^The NALS sample also included a component which sampled individuals incarcerated in state and 
federal prisons; only the household component of the NALS is pertinent here, since the prison sample was 
not designed for state-level disaggregation and is not included in SALS estimates. 

^ These eleven states were California, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Louisiana, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, 
Pennsylvania, Texas and Washington. 

^ Florida also conducted a SALS survey, but after the NALS had been completed. Oregon and Mississippi 
conducted similar surveys of their adult populations, but limited the age range involved (Oregon surveyed 
those 16-65, whereas Mississippi surveyed the 16-75 age range). 

^ The public use version of the NALS data set masks county identifiers for those counties having relatively 
small populations in order to protect respondents’ confidentiality. The version of the data set used in 
these analyses did not mask the identifiers of counties with small populations. In the end, however, this 
did not matter, since only counties with NALS subsamples of at least 50 survey respondents were used in 
the regression modeling, and all such counties were sufficiently large to have unmasked identifiers. Thus 
individuals wishing to replicate or extend this modeling can do so with the public use data set. 

^ The combined literacy proficiency was calculated as the mean of the 15 plausible values imputed for 
each respondent - 5 for prose, 5 for document and 5 for quantitative literacy. The prose, document and 
quantitative scales were combined in this fashion because they are very highly intercorrelated and can be 
well represented by a single proficiency measure (Reder, 1994a). Previous synthetic estimate studies 
separately estimated the three proficiency scales and found the synthetic estimates to be even more highly 
intercorrelated (Reder, 1994b). 

® SPSS for Windows 6.1.3 was used to estimate these models. 

^ All congressional districts, states and the District of Columbia met these screening criteria. 

The confidence intervals were calculated for the individual Census area rather than for the mean of all 
areas like it (which would be a smaller or tighter confidence interval). This is often called the prediction 
interval 

A SALS survey conducted by Florida shortly after NALS is not included in this comparison. 

The individual SALS estimates, being based on relatively small sample sizes, have standard errors that 
also must be taken into account in evaluating the fit of the model’s predictions to these state-level 
assessment results. 
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